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SCHEDULE 


OF  STATS  BEPOBT8  FROM  WHICH  CASES  HAVE  BEKK  SELECTED 
FOR  THE  AMERICAN  REPORTS. 


The  Tolomes  of  State  Reports    are  in  parenthesis,  and  the  volomes  of 
American  Reports  in  heavy  letter. 

Alabama  (44)  4;  (45)  6;  (46)  7;  (47)  11;  (48)  17;  (49, 50)  20;  (51,  52)  28; 

(53,  54)  25 ;  (55, 56)  28 ;  (58)  29 ;  (59, 60)  81 ;  (61)  82 ;  (62)  84 :  (63)  85 ; 

(64)  88;  (65)  89;  (66)41;  (67)  42;  (68,  69)44;  (71)46;  (72)47; 

(78,  74)  49. 
^kansas  (25)  4;  (26)  7;  (27)  11;  (28)  18;  (29,  30)  21;  (31)  25;  (32)  29; 

(33)  84;  (34)  86;  (35)  87;  (86)  88;  (87)  40;  (88)  42;  (89)  48;  (40, 

41.  42)  48. 
Baxter  (Tenn.)  (1)25;  (2)  no  cases;   (3,4)27;   (5)80;   (6,7)82;   (8)85; 

(9)  40. 
Bosh  (Ky.)  (7)  8;  (8)  8;  (9)  15;  (10)  19;  (11)21;  (12)  28;  (13)26;  (14)29. 
California  (Zd)  2;  (40)  6;  (41,  42)  10;  (43,  44,  45,  46)  18;  (47,  48)  17;  (49, 

50)  19;  (51)  21 ;  (52)  28;  (53)  31 ;  (54)85;  (55)86;  (56)88;  (67)  40; 

(58)  41 ;  (59)  43;  (60.  61)  44;  (63)  46;  (63,  64)  49. 
Colorado  (1)  9;    (2,  3)  25  ;  (4)  84;  (5)  40;  (6)  45;  (7)  49. 
Connecticut  (3(3)  4;    (37,38)9;    (39)12;    (40)16;    (41.42)19;    (43)21; 

(44)  20;  (45)  29;  (46)  83  ;  (47)  86;  (48)  40;  (49)  44;  (60)  47. 
Florida  (13)  7:  (14)  14;  (15)  21 ;  (16)  26;  (17)  35;  (18)  48;  (19)  45. 
Georgia  (40^j  2;  (41,42)  5;  (43,  44)  9;  (45,46)  12;  (47,  48,  49,  50)  15;  (61, 

52,  5a,  54,  55.  56)  21 ;    (57,  58)  24;    (59,  60)  27;    (61)  84;  (62)  85; 

(63)80;  (64)87;  (65)88;  (66)42;  (67)44;  (68)45;   (69)47;  (70) 

48. 
Gratten  (Va.)  (20)  8;    (21)  8;    (22)  12;  (23)  14;    (24,  25)  18;  (26,  27)  21; 

(28,  29)  26;  (31)  81;  (30)  82;  (32)  84:  (33)  86. 
HeiskeU  (Tenn.)  (1)  2;  (2)  5;  (3)  8;   (4,  5)  18;   (6,  7)  19;   (8,  9)  24;  (10, 

11,  12)  27. 
Houston  (Del.)  (3)  11;  (4)  15. 
minois  (51)  2;  (52)  4;  (53,  54)  6;   (55,  56)  8;    (57,  58)  11;  (59.  60,  61,  62, 

63)  14;   (64,  65,  66,  67)  16;   (68,  69)  18;   (75,  76,  77,  78)  20:   (70, 

71,72,79,80)22;  (73,74)*24;  (81,  82,83,84)25;  (85)28;  (86,  87)29; 

(88)  80 ;  (89)  81 ;  (90)  32 ;  (91)  88 ;  (92,  93,  94)  84 ;  (95)  85 ;  (96)  88; 

(97)  87;  (98)  88;  (99,  100)  89;  (101,  102)  40;   (108)  42;   (104,  105) 

44  ;  (106)  48;  (107)  47;  (108)  48. 
Indina  (32)  2;  (33)  5;  (34)  7;  (35)  9;  (36,  37,  38)  10;  (39,40,  41,  42,  43) 

13;  (44,  45,  46)15;   (47,48)17;    (49,50,51)19;    (52,53)21;    (54, 

6.5)  28;  (56.  57,  58,  5D)  26;  (60,  61)  28;    (62,  63)  80;    (64)  81;  (65, 

66)  82;   (67)  88;  (68)  84;  (69)  85;  (70,  71)  86;  (72)87;  (78)88; 

(74,  75)  89;  (76,  77)  40;  (78,  79,  80)  41;  (81,  83)  42;  (88,  84)  48; 

(85,  86,  87)  44;  (88)  45;  (89,  90,  91)  46;  m.  08)  47;  (94,  96)  48; 

(96,  97,  98)  49. 
low*  (27)  1 ;  (28,  29)  4;   (30)  6;   (31,  32)  7;  (33,  34)  11;  (35,  36)  14;  (87, 

38,  39)  18;  (40,  41,  42)  20;  (43)  22;  (44.  45)  24;  (46)  26;  (47)  29; 

'   ^Tbe  hiatOB  to  the  lUlnato  Beports  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  Tolumes  between 
IlieQMh  and  the  76th  were  pabllshed  after  the  75th  and  three  sucoeedlng  Telumea. 
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(48)  80;  (49)  it;  (50)  32;  (51)  88;  (52)  85;  (53)  86;  (54)  87$  (55) 

89;  (56)  41;  (57)  42;  (53)  48;  (59)  44;  (60)  46;  (61)  47;  (62)  49. 
Kansas  (5,  6)  7;  (7,  S,  9)  12;    (10,  II,  12)  16;   (13,  14)  19;  (15,  16.  17)  28: 

(18)  26;  (19.20)27;   (21)  80;  (22)81;   (23)88;  (24)86:  (25)87; 

(26)  40;  (27)  41 ;  (28)  42;  (29)  44;  (80)  46;  (81)  47;  (33)  49. 
Kentucky  (78)  89;  (79)  42;  (80)  44. 
Lea  (Tenn.)  (I)  27;  (2,  J  31 ;  (4,  5,  6,  7)  40;  (8)  41;  (9)  42;  (10)  48;  (11, 

12)  47;  (13)  49. 
Louisiana  ('22)  2;  (23)  8;  (24,  25)  18;  (26,  27)21;  (28)26;  (29)  29;  (30)  81; 

(31;  83;  (32)  86;  (33),  89;  (84)  44;  (35)  48. 
MacArtlmr  (DisinVt  of  Columbia)  (1,  2)  20;  (3)  86. 
Mackey  (District  of  Columbia)  (1,  2)  47. 
Mac  Arthur  and  Mackey  (District  of  Columbia)  48. 
Maine  (57)  2;  (58)  4;  (59)  8;  (60)  11 ;  (61)  14;  (62)  16;    (63,  64)  18;  (65) 

20;  (66)  22;  (67)  24;  (68)  28;  (69)  81;  (70)  85;  (71)  86;  (72)  89; 

(73)  40;  (74)  48 ;  (75)  46;  (76)  49. 
Maryland  (31)  1;  (32.  33)  8;  (34,  35)  6;    (30,  37)  11;  (38,  39,  40)  17;  (^11, 

42, 43)  20 ;  (44)  22 ;  (45,  46)  24 ;  (47)  28 ;  (48)  80 ;  (49, 50)  88 ;  (51)  84 ; 

(52,  53)  86;   (54,  55)  89;  (56,  57)  40;   (58)  42;   (59)  48;    (60)  45; 

(61)  48. 
Massachusetts  (100)  1 ;   (101,  102)  8;    (103)4;   (104)6;   (105)7;   (106)8; 

(107)9;  (108)11;  (109)12;  (110)14;  (111,115)15;  (112,116)17; 

(113)18;    (114,117,118)19;    (119)20;    (120)21;    (121,122)28; 

(123)  25 ;  (124)  26;  (125)  28;  (126)  80;  (127)  84;  (128)  35  ;  (129)  87, 

(130)  89;  (131)  41 ;  (132)  42;  (133)  48;  (134)  45;  (135)  46;  (136)  49. 
Michigan  (19)  2:'  (20,  21)  4;  (22)  7  ;    (23,  24)  9;  (25,  26)  12;  r27,  28)  16; 

(29,  30,  31)  18;  (32,^3)  20;  (34)  22;  (35,36)  24;  (37)  26;  (40)  29; 

(38)  81 ;  (41)  32;  (39)  83 ;  (42)  86;  (43,  44)  88;  (45)  40;  (46,  47)  41 ; 

(48)  42;  (49)  43;  (50)  45;  (51)  47. 
Minnesota  (15)  2;  (16,  17,  18)  10;  (19,  20,  21)  18;  (22)  21;  (23)28;  (24)81 ; 

(25)  88;  (26)  37;  (37)  38;  (28)  41;  (29)  48;  (30)  44;  (31)  47. 
Mississippi  (42)  2;  (43)  6;  (44,  45)  7;  (46.  47,  48)  12;  (49.  50)  19;  (51.  52, 
-    53)  24 ;  (54)  28 ;  (55)  30 ;  (56)  81 ;  (57)  84 ;  (58)  88 ;  (59)  42 ;  (60)  45 ; 

(61)  48. 
Missouri  (46)  2;    (47)  4;   (48,  49)  8;    (50,  51)  11 ;    (52,  53,  54)  14;   (55,  56, 

57,  58)  17;  (59,  60,  61,  62,  63)  21 ;  (64.  65.  66)  27 ;  (67)  29;  (68)  80; 

(69)  88;   (70)  85;   (71)  86;  (72)  87;    (73)  89;  (74)  41;   (75)  42; 

(76)  48 ;  (77)  46 ;  (78)  47 ;  (79)  49. 
Montena  (1,  2)  25;  (3)  85 ;  (4)  47. 
Nebraska  (3,  4)  19;  (5)  25;  (6,  7)  29;  (8)  80;  (9)  81;  (10)  85;  (11)  88; 

(12)  41 ;  (18)  42;  (14)  45;  (15)  48;  (16)  49. 
Nevada  (6)8;  (7)8;  (9)16;(10,  11)  21 ;  (12)  28;  (13)29;  (14)88;  aS)«7; 

(16)40;  (17)46. 
New  Hampshire  (48)  2 }    (49)6;    (50)^;    (51)  ItJ;  (52)  18;    (53)16;    (54, 

55)  20  ;   (56)  22;  (57)  24;  (58)  42;  (59)  47;  (60)  49. 
New  Jersey  (34)  3;  (35)10;  (30)  13;  (37)  18;  (38)20;  (39)28;  (40)29; 

(41)82;  (42)86;  (43)39;  (44)43;  (45)46. 
New  Jersey  Equity  (33)  86;  (34)  88;  (35)  40;  (37)  46;  (38)  48. 
New  York  (41,  42)  1;  (43)  3;    (44)  4;    (45)  6;    (46,  47)  7;  (48)  8;  (49,  60, 


51)10;    (o2)  11;    (53,54)  13;    (55)14;    (56,57)16;    (58,69)17 

(60,  61)  19;  (62,  63)  20;  (64)  21 ;  (65)  22;  (66,  67,  68)  28; 

(70)  26;  (71)  27;  (72)28;  (73)  29;  (74)80;  (75)81;  (76) ^'^ 


(78)  84;  (79)  35;  (80)  36;  (81,  82)  87;  (83,  84)  38;  (85) 
(87)  41;  (88,  89)  42;  (90,  91)  43;  (92)  44;  93)  46;  (94)  46;  (96)47 
(96)  48;  (97)  49. 
North  Carolina  (65)  6;  (66)  8;  (67,  68,  69)  12;    (70)  16;   (71)  17;   (72,  73, 
74)  21;  (75,  76)  22;  (77,  78)  24;  (79)  28;  (80)  80;  (81)  81;  (82)88; 
-^3)86;  (84)  87;  (85)  89;  (86)  41;  (87)  42;  (88)  48;  (89)46;  (90) 4^, 


(91)  49. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SCHEDULE  OF  STATE  fiEPORTS.  r 

Ohio  (19)  2;  (20)  5;  (21)  8;    (22)  10;  (23)  18;  (24)  15;  (26)  18;  (26)  20; 

(27,  28)  22 ;  (29)  23 ;  (30, 31)  27 ;  (32)  80;  (33)  81 ;  (34)  82 ;  (36)  86 ; 

(36)  88;  (37)  41;  (38)  48;  (89,  40)  48. 
Oregon  (3)  8:  (4)  18;  (5)  20;  (6)  26;  (7)  88;  (8)  84;  (9)  42;  (10)  46. 
Pennsylvania  (62)1;    (63,64,66)8;    (66,67)6;    (68,69)8;    (70,71)10 

(72,  73)  18;   (74,  75)  15;    (76,  77)  18;    (78,  79,  80)  21;    (81,  82)  22 

(83,  84)  U;  (&5,  86)  27;  (87)  80;  (88)  82;  (89)  88:  (90)86 ;  (91)  86; 

(92)  87;  (93,  94,  97)89;  (95)40;  (96,  98)42;  (99)44;  (100)  46;  (101) 

47;  (102)  48;  (108,  104)49. 
Rhode  Island  (8)  5  ;  (9)  11 ;  (10)  14;  (11)  28;  (12)  84;  (13)  48. 
South  Carolina  (1  N.  S.)  7;  (2,3,4)  16;  (5)  22;  (6,  7)  24:  (8)  28;  (9,  10)80; 

(11,  12)  32;  (13)36;  (14)87;   (15)40;   (16)42;   (17)48;  (18)44; 

(19)  45;  (20)  47. 
Texas  (32)  5;  (33,  34>  7 :  (35,  36,  37)  14;    (38,  39,  40,  41,  42)  19;   (43,  44, 

46)  28  ;  (46,  47,  48)  26 ;  (49)  80;  (60,  51)  82;  (62)  86;  (63)  87;  (54) 

88;  (55)  40;  (56)  42;  (57,  58)  44;  (69)  46;  (60.  61)  48. 
Texas  Ct.  App.  (I,  2)  28;  (3,  4)  30;  (5,  6,  7)  82;  (8)84;  (9)  86;    (10)  88; 

(11)  40:  (12)  41 ;  (13)  44  ;  (14)  46;  (16,  16)  49. 
Vermont  (42)  1 ;  (43)  5 :  (44)  8 ;  (45)  12 ;  (46)  14 :  (47)  19 ;  (48)  21 ;  (49)  24 ; 

(50)  28;  (51)  31 ;  (52)  36;  (53)  38;  (54)  41;  (66)  46;  (66)  48. 
Virginia  (75)  40;  (76;  44;  (77)  46;  (78)  49. 
Washington  (1)  34. 
West  Virginia  (4)  6:  (5)  13;    (6)  20;    (7,  8)  28;    (9,  10,  11)  27;    (12)  29; 

(13)  31  ;  (14)  35;   (15)  36;  (16)  87;   (17,  18)  41;   (19)  42;   (20)  48; 

.«,x  ^^.  (32)46;  (23)48;  (^)  49. 
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LIST  OF  JUDGES 

DURING  THE  PERIOD  COVERED  BY  THIS  VOLIIMB. 


ROBERT  C.  BRICKELL,  Chief  Jubtioji, 
GEORGE  W.  STONE, 
H.  M.  SOMERVILLE. 


R.  F.  MORRISON,  Chief  Jubtkw. 
E.  VV.   McKlNSTRY, 
S.  B.  AlcKEE, 
E.  M.   UOSS, 
J.  D.  THORNTON, 
M.  H.  MYRICK, 
J.  R.  SHARPSTEIN. 


C'OI.ORA.I>0. 

WILLIAM  E.  BECK,  Chibf  JusncB. 
WILBUR  F.  STONE, 
JOSEPH  C.  HELM. 


INT}!  AN  A. 

BYRON  K.  ELLIOTT,  Chief  Jubtior  ♦ 
ALLEN  ZOLLARS,  Chief  Justiob,  f 
EDWIN  P.   HAMMOND, 
WILLIAM  E.   NIBLACK. 
GEOKGK  V.   HOWK. 

SUPREME  COL'HT  COMMISSIONERS. 

OBORGK  A.   BICKNELL,  Chief  CoMMiBBioinn. 
WILLIAM  M.  FRANKLIN. 
JAMES  I.  BEST, 
JAMES  B.  BLACK, 
WALPOLE  G.   COLERICK. 

*  At  May  term,  1884.  t  At  Not.  term,  1884, 
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Mansfibld  v.  Edwards. 

(188  Mass.  15.) 

Negohahle  iiuUrurnfiU  —  evidence  of  relntioua  of  parHts  — carUribuH&fi. 

In  an  action  for  contribution  upon  a  promissory  note  purporting  to  be  nuide  by 
A.  as  principal,  and  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  sureties,  evidence  is  com- 
petent to  show  that  the  signers  were  joint  makers  by  agreement.* 

ACTION  for  contribution  upon  a  note.     The  opinion  states  the 
facts. 

ff.  W.  Ely  and  C.  F.  Ely,  for  plaintiff. 

Q.  M,  StearnSy  for  defendant. 

C.  AiJiBN,  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  The  third  count 
set  forth  specially  that  one  Alden  and  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant  were  joint  makers  of  a  promissory  note,  a  copy  of 
which  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  give,  but  which  was  described ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  and  said  Alden  were 
each  bound  to  pay  an  equal  proportion  of  the  principal  and 
interest  thereof;  that  the  plaintiff  paid  $3,680  thereof,  and  the 
defendant  about  $1,100.85  thereof  ;  that  Alden  became  insolvent ; 
and  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  contribution  from  the  defendant  as  a 

♦  See  Robinmn  v.  Bamett  (18  Fla.  602),  43  Am.  Rep.  827. 
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joint  maker  with  the  plaintiff  of  the  promissory  note.  And  there 
was  an  averment  that  the  three  counts  were  for  one  and  the  same 
cause  of  action. 

The  original  answer,  upon  which  at  the  outset  the  case  proceeded 
to  trial,  denied  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  declaration  and 
denied  that  the  plaintiff  paid  the  tiote  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion ;  meaning,  no  doubt,  in  the  third  count  of  the  declaration. 

It  would  seem,  though  it  is  not  stated  in  direct  terms,  that  the 
note  itself  was  introduced  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  and  there 
was  no  dispute  as  to  its  execution  ;  and  both  in  the  body  of  the 
note  and  in  the  signatures,  Alden  was  expressly  mentioned  and  des- 
ignated as  principal,  and  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  as  sureties, 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff  standing  before  that  of  the  defendant. 
Upon  the  face  of  tlie  note  there  was  nothing  from  which  it  could 
be  inferred  that  the  relation  of  the  parties  to  each  other  was  any 
thing  else  than  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were  joint 
sureties  for  Alden.  Assuming  therefore  that  the  payments  by  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  respectively  were  made  as  alleged, 
nevertheless  the  production  of  the  note  did  not  support  the  aver- 
ments of  the  third  count  that  tlie  three  parties  who  signed  it  were 
joint  makers,  and  each  bound  to  pay  an  equal  proportion  of  the 
principal  and  interest ;  and  if  the  proof  had  rested  there,  and  if 
objection  had  been  taken,  the  judge  would  have  been  obliged  to 
rule  that  there  was  a  variance.  The  plaintiff  however  did  not 
intend  to  rest  his  case  so,  and  offered  to  prove  that  the  signers  of 
the  note,  by  agreement  among  themselves,  were  joint  makers  ;  but 
upon  the  defendant's  objection,  the  court  ruled  that  parol  evidence 
was  not  admissible  to  change  the  relations  of  the  parties  to  each 
other  as  expressed  in  the  note.  The  question  therefore  arises 
whether  this  ruling  was  correct. 

Ordinarily  the  riglits  and  duties  of  innocent  holders  of  nego- 
tiable paper,  toward  the  signers,  are  what  appear  from  the  face  of 
the  instrument.  Indorsers  must  have  notice.  Sureties  have  a  right 
that  no  extension  shall  be  given  to  the  principal.  In  an  action  by 
the  holder,  upon  the  paper  itself,  it  is  a  general  rule,  though  per- 
haps subject  to  exceptions  not  necessary  to  be  dwelt  upon  here,  that 
the  holder's  rights  depend  exclusively  upon  the  form  of  the  instru- 
ment, and  the  capacity  in  which  the  several  parties  to  it  respect- 
ively assume  to  stand.  But  in  an  action  for  indemnity  or  contri- 
bution, as  between  the  parties  themselves  who  have  become  bound 
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for  the  payment  of  the  instrument,  whether  it  be  a  note,  a'bill,  6r 
a  bond,  a  different  rule  prevails.  In  such  ease,  the  action  is  upon 
a  different  and  collateral  a^eement,  and  proof  of  an  oral  collateral 
agreement  that  as  between  themselves  the  parties  shall  stand  in  a 
different  relation  from  that  whicli  would  be  inferred  from  the  form 
of  the  instrument  which  is  signed,  or  even  from  that  which  is  ex- 
pressed in  explicit  tenns  upon  the  face  of  such  instrument,  does 
not  have  the  effect  to  contradict  or  vary  its  terms.  The  written  in- 
stmment  is  designed  to  express  the  undertaking  and  obligation  of 
the  signers  to  the  holder  of  it,  and  is  not  designed  to  shoW*  their 
agreement  or  understanding  among  themselves.  For  example^  if 
A.  aj^lies  to  B.  to  borrow  money,  and  B.  has  no  money  on  hand, 
but  is  willing  to  lend  his  credit,  he  may  give  his  note  directly  to  A. 
as  payee,  or  to  a  third  person  for  A.'s  benefit,  or  may  accept  a  bill 
of  exchange  drawn  upon  him  by  A.  In  either  of  these  cases, 
prima  facie,  B.  is  the  principal,  but  in  each,  if  he  pays  the  note  or 
bill,  he  may  maintain  an  action  for  indemnity  against  A.,  and  show 
by  parol  evidence  that  he  signed  merely  for  A.'s  accommodation. 

Accordingly  it  has  been  held  in  a  number  of  cases,  that  in  an 
action  for  indemnity  or  contribution  for  money  paid,  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  the  true  relations  of  the  parties,  no  matter  in 
what  form  their  obligation  may  have  been  expressed  in  the  instru- 
ment which  they  signed.  Thus  it  has  been  held  or  declared  that 
such  evidence  is  competent  in  such  an  action  by  a  first  indorser 
against  subsequent  indorsers  ;  Weston  y,  (Tliamberlin,  7  Cush.  401  ; 
Phillips  V.  Presto n,  5  How.  (U.  S.)  278;  by  an  indorser  against  prin- 
cipal and  sureties ;  Sweet  v.  McCallister,  4  Allen,  353  ;  by  one 
joint  promisor  against  other  joint  promisors  ;  Clapp  v.  Rice,  13 
Gray,  403 ;  Carpenter  v.  King,  9  Mete.  511  ;  43  Am.  Dec.  405;  by 
one  yrho  was  apparently  a  principal  against  a  surety ;  WOee  v. 
Proufy,  9  Mete.  547  ;  by  the  drawer  of  a  bill  against  the  indorser ; 
BaisoH  V.  King,  4  H.  &  N.  739 ;  by  the  acceptor  against  the 
drawer  ;  Hataley  v.  Beverley,  6  M.  &  O.  221  ;  or  against  the  in- 
dorser ;  (frijffUh  v.  Reed,  21  Wend.  502 ;  by  the  maker  of  a  note 
against  the  payee ;  21  Wend.  505  ;  by  a  surety  against  an  accom- 
modation indorser;  Harshman  v.  Armstrong,  43  Ind.  126  ;  by  the 
principal  on  a  note  against  a  surety  ;  Robison  v.  LyU,  10  Barb. 
51*^  :  by  one  surety  against  another,  for  full  indemnity  by  the  lat- 
ter a.s  principal.     Apgar  v.  Hiler,  4  Zabr.  812. 

Tlie  competency  of  parol  evidenbe  for  this  purpose  is  also  de- 
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clared  ill  Crosby  v.  Wyall,  Zl)  Me.  ir)0.  See  also  Byles  on  Bills,  8, 
9.  It  was  iudeed  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Dexio,  in  Barry  v.  liansomy 
12  N.  Y.  462,  465  :  **  The  relations  of  joint  or  several  obligors  or 
promisors  inter  sese  are,  it  is  true,  sometimes  defined  by  their  sig- 
natures to,  or  otherwise  indicated  in,  the  principal  contract ;  and 
in  such  cases  the  writing  is  the  evidence  of  their  agreement.  Har- 
ris V.  Warner,  13  Wend.  400.  But  in  the  absence  of  such  indicji- 
tion,  the  form  of  the  contract,  as  between  the  obligors  or  promisoi-s 
and  the  other  contracting  party,  does  not  prevent  the  introduction 
of  parol  proof  to  determine  the  relations  of  such  obligors  or  prom- 
isors as  between  themselves."  The  case  itself  did  not  call  for  any 
such  implied  limitation  of  the  competency  of  parol  evidence,  and 
the  case  of  Harris  v.  Warner,  which  is  referred  to,  simply  held  that 
the  writing  was  prifna  facie  evidence  of  the  relations  of  the  par- 
ties, with  a  clear  implication  that  parol  evidence  to  vary  this  would 
have  been  competent. 

We  are  brought  therefore  to  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence 
which  was  excluded  was  competent. 

The  defendant  however,  contends  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
injured  by  the  exclusion  of  this  evidence,  for  the  reason  that  on 
the  face  of  the  note  it  would  appear  that  he  and  the  defendant 
were  joint  sureties  for  Alden,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  rights,  as 
against  Alden  and  also  jis  against  the  defendant,  wei-e  greater,  as 
the  case  stood,  upon  the  mere  production  of  the  note,  with  the 
prima  facie  pi-esumptions  arising  therefrom,  than  with  full  proof 
according  to  his  offer  of  evidence.  But  this  ground  of  argument 
overlooks  considerations  which  are  material  to  be  considered.  In 
the  first  place,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  allowed  to  allege  and  prove 
his  case  according  to  the  actual  facts.*  Moreover  the  plaintiff's 
case,  in  respect  to  the  third  count,  was  open  to  the  objection  of  a 
variance,  which  objection  the  plaintiff  might  well  wish  to  avoid. 
This  objection  was  waived  by  not  being  taken.  Besides  the  burden 
of  proof  rested  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  payment  made  at  the 
exj)ress  or  implied  request  of  the  defendant.  The  production  of 
the  note  would  be  evidence  tending  to  prove  an  implied  request,  it 
being  in  the  nature  of  an  admission  by  the  defendant  that  the  rela- 
tions of  the  parties  were  what  they  appeared  to  be  ;  but  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  plaintiff  should  be  limited  Ur  one  kind  of  evidence 
to  prove  this  material  fact. 

[Minor  consideration  omitted.]  Exceptions  sustained. 
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Br£wst£R  V.  Warnbb. 

aaa  Mass.  67.) 
BaUment  —  injury  by  third  person  —  (ustion  by  bailee. 

The  pUdntiif  hired  a  horse  aod  wagon.  The  defendant  negligently  injured 
the  wagon  while  in  his  possession.  At  the  plaintiff's  request  the  owner  had 
it  repaired  and  the  expense  charged  to  the  plaintiff.  Held^  that  the  plaint- 
iff might  recover  for  the  damage  without  having  paid  such  expense. 

ACTION  for  negligence.     The  head-note  shows  the  facts.    The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

J.  O.  Teeky  for  .defendants. 

A,  O.  Brewster,  for  plaintiff. 

Holmes,  J.  The  modern  cases  follow  the  ancient  rule,  that  a 
bailee  can  recover  jigainst  a  stranger  for  taking  chattels  from  his 
possession.  Shaw  v.  Kaler,  106  Mas8.  448;  Swire  v.  Leach,  18  V. 
B.  (N.  S.)  479.  See  Year  Book,  48  Edw.  III.  20,  pi.  8;  20  H. 
\T:I,  5,  pi.  15:  2  Roll.  Abr.  569,  Trespass,  P.  pi.  5;  Nicolh  v. 
Bastard,  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  659,  660.  And  as  the  bailee  is  no  longer 
answerable  to  his  bailor  for  the  loss  of  goods  without  his  fault,  iiis 
right  to  recover  must  stand  upon  his  possession,  in  these  days  jit 
least,  if  it  has  not  always  done  so.  But  possession  is  as  much  pro- 
tected against  one  form  of  trespass  as  another,  and  will  support  an 
action  for  damage  to  property,  as  well  as  one  for  wrongfully 
taking  or  destroying  it.  No  distinction  has  been  recognized  by  the 
decisions.  Rooth  v.  Wilson,  1  B.  &  Aid.  59;  Croft  v.  Alison,  4  itl. 
590;  Joh-nson  v.  Holyoke,  105  Mass.  80.  The  ruling  requested 
was  obviously  wrong,  as  it  denied  all  right  of  action  to  the  plaint- 
iff, and  was  not  confined  to  the  quantum  of  damages. 

Even  if  the  question  liefore  us  were  whether  the  plaintiff  could 
recover  full  damages,  his  right  to  do  so  could  not  be  denied  jis 
matter  of  law.  A  distinction  might  have  been  attempted,  to  be 
sore,  nnder  the  early  common  law.  For  although  the  bailee's 
right  was  undoubted  to  recover  full  damages  for  goods  wrongfully 
taken  from  him,  this  wjis  always  accounted  for  by  his  equally 
undoubted  responsibility  for  their  loss  to  his  bailor,  and  there  is  no 
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satisfactory  evidence  of  any  such   strict  resiwnsibility  for  damage 
to  goods  which  the  bailee  was  able  to  return  in  specie. 

But  if  this  reasoning  would  ever  have  i)een  correct,  whicli  is 
not  clear,  it  can  no  longer  apply  when  the  resj)onsibility  of  bailees 
is  the  same  for  damage  to  goods  as  for  their  loss,  and  w}u»n  the 
ground  of  their  recovery  for  either  is  simj)ly  their  possession.  Any 
j)rinciple  that  permits  a  bailee  to  recover  full  damages  in  the  one 
case  must  give  him  the  same  right  in  the  other.  But  full  damages 
have  been  allowed  for  taking  goods,  in  many  modern  cases,  although 
the  former  responsibility  over  for  the  goods  has  disappeared,  and 
has  been  converted  by  misinterpretation  into  the  now  established 
responsibility  for  the  proceeds  of  the  action  beyond  the  amount  of 
the  bailee's  interest.  Ljile  v.  Barker,  5  Binn.  457;  7  Cow.  681,  n. 
{a);  White  v.  Webb,  15  Conn.  302;  Ullman  w  Barnard,  1  (lvB.y, 
554;  Adams  v.  O'Connor,  100  Mass.  515,  518;  s.  c,  1  Am.  Rep. 
137;  Swire  v.  Leach,  18  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  492.  The  latter  doctrine 
has  been  extended  to  insurance  by  bailees.  De  Forest  v.  Fulton 
Ins.  Co.,  1  Hall,  84,  91,  110,  116,  132;  Crompton,  J.,  in  Waters 
V.  Monarch  Ins,  Co.,  25  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Q.  B.  102,  106. 

If  the  bailee's  responsibility  over  in  this  modern  form  is  not 
sufficient  to  make  it  safe  in  all  cases  to  recognize  his  right  to 
recover  full  damages,  even  where  it  was  formerly  undoubted,  at 
leskst  it  applies  as  well  to  recoveries  for  harm  done  to  property  as  it 
does  to  those  for  taking.  Rindge  v,  Coleraitie,  11  Gray,  157,  162. 
And  if  full  damages  are  ever  to  be  allowed,  as  it  is  settled  that  they 
may  be,  they  should  be  recovered  in  the  present  case,  where  the 
})laintiff  appears  to  have  made  himself  debtor  for  the  necessary 
repairs  with  the  bailor's  assent.  Johnson  v.  Holyoke.  v.bi  supra. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  what  steps  might  be  taken  if  the 
bailor  should  seek  to  intervene  to  protect  his  interest. 

Exceptions  overruled. 
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(ia6  Mass.  75.) 

WmiTient  domain  —  telegraph  poles  on  highway. 

The  legislature  may  authorize  the  erection  of  a  telegraph  line  on  a  highway 
without  compensation  to  the  owners  of  the  fee.     {See  note,  p.  14). 


B 


I LL  for  injunction.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  defend- 
jint  had  judgment  below. 


A.  D.  (Chandler,  for  plaintiffs. 
F,  Morisoji^  for  defendants. 

D EVENS,  J.  The  facts  admitted  by  the  demurrer  may  be  thus 
stated  :  The  plaintiffs  own  land  on  a  certain  street  or  public  highway 
m  Brookline  ;  they  also  own  a  fee  in  the  half  of  the  street  which  is 
next  to  their  abutting  land. 

The  defendants  are  the  selectmen  of  Brookline,  and  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  American  Rapid  Telegraph  Company,  a  corporation 
organized  under  the  shitute  of  1874,  chapter  165*  (Pub.  Stats.,  ch. 
106,  §  14),  for  the  transmission  of  intelligence  by  electricity,  are 
about  to  grant  to  that  company,  under  the  public  statutes,  chapter 
109,  a  location  along  said  highway  for  their  posts,  wires,  etc.  The 
bOl  seeks  to  restrain  the  defendants  upon  the  ground  that  the  last- 
named  statute  is  unconstitutional. 

The  Public  Statutes,  chapter  109,  may  be  briefly  summarized,  so  far 
as  applicable,  to  the  inquiry  before  us.  By  section  1  ^*  every  com- 
pany incorporated  for  the  transmission  of  intelligence  by  electricity" 
possesses  the  powers  and  is  subject  to  the  duties  prescribed  in  the 
chapter.  By  section  2  the  lines  of  telegrapliic  communication  are  to 
be  so  placed  as  not  to  incommode  the  public  use  of  the  highways  or 
public  ways.  By  section  3  the  municipal  authorities  shall  give  the 
company  a  writing  specifying  where  the  posts,  etc.,  may  be  located, 
and  the  location  of  posts,  height  of  wires,  etc. ,  may  be  altered  at  any 
time  by  their  direction.     By  section  4  the  '*  owner  of  land  near  to  or 

*  Tliis  statute  authorizes  any  numher  of  persons  not  less  than  three,  to  form 
a  corporation  *'  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  lawful  business,"  excepting 
certain  kinds  of  business  not  material  to  Ix?  stated. 
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adjoining  a  highway/'  may  recover  damages  if  injured  thereby.  By 
section  12  any  injury  to  persons  or  property  by  the  posts,  wires, 
etc.,  is  to  render  the  company  responsible  in  damages.  By  section 
15  no  easement  or  prescriptive  rights  are  to  be  acquired  by  the  erec- 
tion and  maintenance  of  the  posts,  etc.  By  sections  8-11,  provisions 
are  also  made  for  the  limit  of  the  debts,  the  liability  of  the  officers, 
uiul  the  duties  of  the  company;  and  i)enalties  are  imposed  for  neglect- 
ing them. 

Tliat  it  was  the  intent  of  the  statute  to  grant  to  those  cor- 
porations, formed  under  the  general  incorporation  laws,  for  the 
purpose  of  transmitting  intelligence  by  electricity,  the  right  to 
construct  lines  of  telegraph  upon  and  along  highways  and  public 
roads  upon  the  locations  assigned  them  by  the  officers  of  the  muni- 
cipality wherein  such  ways  are  situate,  cannot  be  doubted.  The 
use  of  the  words  **  every  company  "  permits  no  other  interpretation. 
Mor  are  we  able  to  conceive  why,  if  this  authority  might  be  given 
to  corporations  specially  chartered,  it  may  not  equally  be  given  to 
those  organized  under  the  general  law. 

If  this  use  of  property  alreatly  appropriated  to  cert^iiu  public  uses 
is  to  be  deemed  of  itself  an  exercise  of  the  nght  of  eminent  domain, 
the  do  termination  of  the  legislature  that  the  purpose  for  which  it 
TU)w  directs  it  to  be  taken  is  a  public  use,  is  not  necessarily  con- 
clusive ;  but  if  the  use  be  public,  it  is  conclusive  that  the  necessity 
exists  which  requires  it  to  lx»  taken.  Talbot  v.  Hudson,  16  Gray, 
417.  While  in  some  cases  there  may  be  difficulty  in  deciding  whether 
an  appropriation  of  2)roperty  is  for  a  public  or  private  use,  such 
difficulty  does  not  seem  to  exist  in  the  present  case.  The  trans- 
mission of  intelligence  by  electricity  is  a  business  of  public  character, 
to  be  exercised  under  public  control,  in  the  same  manner  as  trans- 
portation of  goods  or  passengers  by  railroads.  The  statutes  of  1849, 
chapter  93,  of  which,  with  additions,  the  public  statutes,  chaiit-er 
109,  is  a  re-enactment,  recognized  its  public  nature;  and  in  Yonnij 
V.  Yarmouth,  9  Gray.  386,  Avhich  wa«  an  action  for  injuries  sus- 
tained by  a  traveller  on  the  highway  by  reason  of  the  telegraph  i>oles 
erected  there  under  the  location  gi*anted  by  the  selectmen  by  author- 
ity of  the  statute  of  1849,  the  town  was  held  not  liable  because  the 
poles  were  lawfully  within  the  limits  of  the  highway,  and  thus 
not  such  an  obstruction  or  defect  as  to  render  it  responsible.  Sec 
also  CotnmomoeaUh  v.  Boston,  97  Mass.  555;  Bay  State  Brick  Co. 
v.  Foster,  115  id.  431.     The  })ublic  nature  of  this  business  has  been 
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recognized  by  the  legislation  of  Congress,  the  decisions  of  the  United 
States  courts,  and  of  many  of  the  States  of  the  Union.  So  far  as 
known  to  us,  it  has  not  been  held  otherwise  anywhere.  U.  S.  Sts. 
of  July  1,  1862;  March  3,  1863;  July  2,  1864;  July  24,  1866. 
Pensacola  Telegraph  v.  We8ier7t  Union  Telegraph,  96  U.  S.  1. 

No  right  is  criven  these  companies  to  use  the  highways  at  their 
own  pleasure,  or  to  compel  in  all  cases,  as  the  plaintiff  suggests, 
locations  therein  to  be  given  them  by  the  municipal  authorities. 
The  second  section  of  the  statute  is  to  be  construed  with  the  third 
section,  and  shows  an  intention  that  a  legally  constituted  board 
shall  determine  not  only  where,  but  whether,  there  can  be  a  location 
which  shall  not  incommode  the  ordinary  public  ways,  with  full 
power  to  revise  its  own  doings,  and  to  correct  any  errors  which  the 
practical  working  of  the  arrangements  may  reveal.  Young  v.  Yar- 
fnouihy  uhi  supra. 

But  as  even  if  the  legislature  has  the  right  to  authorize  the 
erection  of  telegraph  poles  along  a  highway,  as  a  public  use  thereof, 
appropriate  safeguards  must  be  provided  for  any  rights  of  property 
belonging  to  individual  owners  which  may  be  taken  or  invaded, 
there  remain  these  inquiries  for  our  consideration:  First,  whether 
the  statute  does  provide  any  compensation  to  the  owner  of  the  fee 
for  this  new  use  of  the  highway:  second,  whether  he  is  entitled  to 
such  compensation;  third,  whether  the  owner  of  property  near  to, 
or  abutting  upon,  the  highway  is  entitled  to  any  compensation 
therefor  other  than  such  as  the  act  provides. 

The  fourth  section  provides  for  damages  which  may  be  sustained 

by  owners  of  **  land  near  to  or  adjoining  a  highway  or  road  along 

which  lines  are  constructed  by  the  company."     It  is  limited  to  these, 

and  cannot  be  extended  to  those  who  are  the  owners  of  the  fee  in 

the  highway  or  road  itself.     Nor  does  the  twelfth  section,  as  the 

defendants  contend,  make  any  j)ro vision  for  them.     This  simply 

enacts  that,  "  when  an  injury  is  done  to  a  person  or  to  property  by 

the  posts,  wires  or  other  apparatus  of  a  telegraphic  line,  the  com- 

IKknj  shall  be  responsible  in  damages  tp  the  party  injured."     But 

the  concluding  clause  of  the  section,  by  which  it  is  provided  that 

'*  the  city  or  town  shall  not,  by  reason  of  any  thing  contained  in 

this  chaptor  or  done  thereunder,  be  discharged  from  its  liability, 

but  all  damages  and  costs  recovered  against  a  city  or  town  on 

account  of  such  injury  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  company  owning 

the  posts,  wires  or  other  apparatus,"   indicates  clearly  that  the  lia- 

Vol..  xrjx~2 
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bility  of  the  company  provided  for  under  this  section  is  for  injuries 
occasioned  by  defects  or  obstructions  in  the  way  which  its  Btruet- 
ures  may  cause.  This  section  was  not  in  the  statutes  of  1849,  chap- 
ter 93;  its  first  clause  was  added  to  the  legislation  on  this  subject 
by  the  statutes  of  1851,  chapter  247,  section  2,  and  the  remaining 
chiuse  was  subsequently  added  by  the  statutes  of  1859,  chapter  260, 
sections  1,  2,  it  may  fairly  be  presumed  in  view  of  the  decision  in 
Young  v.  Yarmouth^  iibi  supra,  made  in  1857. 

As  the  chapter  does  not,  in  our  opinion,  provide  for  damages  to 
the  owner  of  the  fee  in  the  highway  by  reason  of  the  erection  of 
the  telegraphic  posts  and  apparatus,  it  is  to  be  determined  whether 
sucli  a  use  of  the  highway  creates  a  separate  and  additional  burden, 
retjuiring  an  independent  assessment  of  damages,  for  which  the 
owner  of  the  land  was  not  compensated  when  the  highway  was 
laid  out,  and  thus  whether  the  omission  of  the  act  to  provide  for 
this  compensation  renders  it  unconstitutional. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  for  more  than  thirty  years,  the  right  to 
appropriate  highways  to  this  public  use,  without  any  compensation 
to  the  owners  of  the  fee  therein,  has  been  asserted  ;  that  the 
statutes  in  regard  to  it  have  more  than  once  been  expounded  by 
this  court,  without  any  apparent  doubt  of  their  validity  ;  and  that 
up  to  the  present  time,  no  suggestion  has  ever  been  mjule  that  the 
rights  of  such  owners  were  in  any  way  invaded.  If  the  argument 
that  these  owners  are  entitled  to  compensation  be  correct,  the  estates 
of  thousands  have  been  wrongfully  used  while  they  were  either 
ignorant  of  their  rights  or  submissive  to  injustice  ;  and  in  the 
meantime  costly  telegraphic  structures  have  been  erected,  and  the 
whole  business  of  the  State  has  accommodated  itself  to  this  system 
of  the  transmission  of  intelligence.  After  so  long  a  practical  con- 
struction by  the  legislature  and  the  courts,  and  after  so  widely  ex- 
tended an  acquiescence  by  parties  whose  estates  or  interests  therein 
are  directly  affected,  it  would  recjuire  a  clear  case  to  justify  us  in 
setting  aside  such  a  statute  as  unconstitutional,  even  if  it  be  true, 
as  it  certainly  is,  that  no  usage  for  any  course  of  years,  nor  any 
number  of  legislative  or  judicial  decisions,  will  sanction  a  violation 
of  the  fundamental  law,  clearly  expressed  or  necessarily  understood. 
Packard  Y,  Richardson,  17  Mass.  122,  144.  ;  CommonweaUhY,  Par- 
h'r,  2  Pick.  550,  557  ;  Holmes  v.  Hunt,  122  Mass.  505.  No  right 
to  take  the  private  property  of  the  owner  of  the  fee  in  the  highway 
is  conferred  by  this  act ;  all  that  is  given  is  the  right  to  use  land. 
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by  permission  of  the  municipal  authorities,  the  whole  beneficial 
use  of  which  had  been  previously  taken  from  the  owner  and  appro- 
priated to  the  public.  It  is  a  temporary  privilege  only  which  is 
conferred  ;  no  right  is  acquired  as  against  the  owner  of  the  fee  by 
'ts  enjoyment,  nor  is  any  legal  right  acquired  to  the  continued  en- 
joyment of  the  privilege,  or  any  presumption  of  a  grant  raised 
thereby.  Pub.  Stats.,  ch.  109,  §  15.  The  discontinuance  of  a  high- 
way would  annul  any  permit  granted  under  the  statute,  and  no  in- 
cumbrance would  remain  upon  the  land. 

In  (Jhase  v.  Sutton  Manuf.  Co.,  4  Cush.  152,  167,  it  is  said  by 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  ''that  where,  under  the  authority  of  the 
legislature,  in  virtue  of  the  sovereign  power  of  eminent  domain, 
private  property  has  been  taken  for  a  public  use,  and  a  full  com- 
pensation for  a  perpetual  easement  in  land  has  been  paid  to  the 
owner  therefor,  jind  afterward  the  land  is  appropriated  to  a  public 
use  of  a  like  kind,  as  where  a  turnpike  has  by  law  been  converted 
into  a  common  highway,  no  new  claim  for  compensation  can  be 
sustained  by  the  owner  of  the  land  over  which  it  passes."  The 
^'ase  itself  goes  further  than  the  ilhistrution  used  by  the  chief 
justice.  It  related  to  a  claim  made  by  an  owner  in  fee  of  land 
which  had  been  taken  by  a  canal  company  by  statutory  authority, 
for  the  purpose  of  a  navigable  waterway,  which  company  had  been 
jwrmitt^nJ  by  statute  to  sell  its  property  to  a  railway  company  ;  but 
although  the  two  modes  of  transportation  were  entirely  different, 
the  validity  of  the  act  was  sustained,  and  the  claim  of  the  land- 
«»wner  for  further  compensation  disallowed. 

"  It  is  well  settled,"  says  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  in  Boston  v.  Rich- 
ardson,  13  Allen,  146, 160,  "  that  when  land,  once  duly  appropriated 
to  a  public  use  which  requires  the  occupation  of  its  whole  surface, 
\ii  ajiplied  by  authority  of  the  legislature  to  another  similar  public 
use,  no  new  claim  for  compensation,  unless  expressly  provided  for, 
ctm  l>e  sustained  by  the  owner  of  the  fee.'' 

When  land  has  been  taken  or  gi'auted  for  highways,  it  is  so  taken 
or  granted  for  the  passing  and  repassing  of  travellers  thereon, 
whether  on  foot  or  horseback,  or  with  carriages  and  teams  for  the 
transjwrtation  and  conveyance  of  passengers  and  property,  and  for 
the  transmission  of  intji'lliorence  between  the  points  connected 
thereby.  As  every  such  grant  has  for  its  object  the  procurement 
of  an  easement  for  the  public,  the  incidental  powers  granted  must 
Ix'  SM  construed  i\&  most  effectually  to  si^cure  to  the  public  the  full 
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enjoyment  of  such  easement.  Commonwealth  v.  Temple,  14  Gray, 
69,  77. 

It  has  never  been  doubted,  that  by  authority  of  the  legislature 
highways  might  be  used  for  gas  or  water  pipes,  intended  for  the 
convenience  of  the  citizens,  although  the  gas  or  water  was  con- 
ducted thereunder  by  companies  formed  for  the  purpose;  or  for 
sewers,  whose  object  was  not  merely  the  incidental  one  of  cleansing 
the  streets,  but  also  the  drainage  of  private  estates,  the  rights  of 
which  to  enter  therein  were  subject  to  public  regulations.  Com- 
monwealth  v.  Lowell  Oas-Light  Co,,  12  Allen,  75;  Attorney  General 
V.  Metropolitan  Railroad,  125  Mass.  515,  517;  s.  c,  28  Am.  Rep. 
264;  Boston  v.  Richardson,  ubi  supra. 

Nor  can  we  perceive  that  these  are  to  be  treated  as  incidental 
uses,  as  suggested  by  the  plaintiff,  because  the  pipes  are  conducted 
under  the  surface  of  the  travelled  way,  rather  than  above  it.  The 
rights  of  the  owner  of  the  fee  must  be  the  same  in  either  case,  and 
the  use  of  the  land  under  the  way  for  gas-pipes  or  sewers  would 
effectually  prevent  his  own  use  of  it  for  cellarage  or  similar  pur- 
poses. 

When  the  land  was  taken  for  a  highway,  that  which  was  taken 
was  not  merely  the  privilege  of  travelling  over  it  in  the  then  known 
vehicles,  or  of  using  it  in  the  then  known  methods,  for  either  the 
conveyance  of  property  or  transmission  of  intelligence.  Although 
the  horse  railroad  was  deemed  a  new  invention,  it  was  held  that  a 
portion  of  the  road  might  be  set  aside  for  it,  and  the  rights  of 
other  travellers,  to  some  extent,  limited  by  those  privileges  neces- 
sary for  its  use.  Cow  monwealth  v.  Temple,  ubi  supra:  Attorney- 
General  v.  Metropolitan  Railroad,  ubi  supra.  The  discovery  of  the 
telegraph  developed  a  new  and  valuable  mode  of  communicating 
intelligence.  Its  use  is  certainly  similar  to,  if  not  identical  with 
that  public  use  of  transmitting  information  for  which  the  highway 
was  originally  taken,  even  if  the  means  adopted  are  quite  different 
from  the  post-boy  or  the  mail  coach.  It  is  a  newly  discovered 
method  of  exercising  the  old  public  ciisement,  and  all  appro- 
priate methods  must  have  been  deemed  to  have  been  paid  for 
when  the  road  was  laid  out.  Under  the  clause  to  regulate  com- 
merce among  the  States,  conferred  on  Congress  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  although  telegraphic  communication  was 
unknown  when  it  was  adopted,  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  the  right 
of  Congress  to  prevent  the  obstruction  of  telegraphic  communica- 
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tion  by  hostile  Stat^  legislation,  as  it  has  become  an  indispensable 
means  of  intercommunication.  Pensacola  Telegraph  v.  Western 
Union  Telegraph,  ubi  supra. 

No  question  arises  as  to  any  interference  with  the  old  methods 
of  conununication,  as  the  statute  >ve  are  considering,  by  section  8, 
guards  carefully  against  this  by  providing  tliat  the  telegraphic  struct- 
ures are  not  to  be  permitted  to  incommode  tlie  public  use  of  high- 
ways or  public  roads.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  use  of 
a  portion  of  a  highway  for  the  public  use  of  companies  organized 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  for  the.  transmission  of  intelligence  by 
electricity,  and  subject  to  the  superv  ision  of  the  local  municipal 
authorities,  which  has  been  permitted  by  the  legislature,  is  a  pub- 
lic use  similar  to  that  for  which  the  highway  was  originally  taken, 
or  to  which  it  was  originally  devoted,  and  that  the  owner  of  the 
fee  is  entitled  to  no  further  compensation. 

There  remains  the  inquiry,  whether  there  is  any  objection  to  the 
statute  because  it  does  not  provide  a  sufficient  remedy  for  the 
owners  of  property  near  to  or  adjoining  the  way,  who  may  be  inci- 
dentally injured  by  the  structures  which  the  telegraph  companies 
may  have  been  permitted  to  erect  along  the  line  of  the  highway 
and  within  its  limits.  Such  remedy  is  given  by  section  4  as  the 
legislature  deemed  sufficient.  We  should  not  be  willing  to  believe 
that  the  land  owner  thus  injured  would  be  without  remedy,  if  the 
company  failed  to  pay  the  damages  lawfully  assessed  under  this 
section,  while  it  still  endeavored  to  maintain  its  structures;  but 
the  only  compensation  to  which  such  owner  is  entitled  is  that  which 
the  legislature  deems  just,  when  it  permits  the  erection  of  these 
structures.  The  legislature  may  provide  for  compensation  to  the 
adjoining  owners,  but  without  such  provision  there  can  be  no  legal 
claim  to  it,  as  the  use  of  the  highway  is  a  lawful  one.  Attorney- 
General y.  Metropolitan  Railroad,  ubi  supra. 

The  clause  in  the  Declaration  of  Rights  which  provides  that 
"whenever  the  public  exigencies  require  that  the  property  of 
any  individual  should  be  appropriated  to  public  uses,  he  shall  receive 
a  reasonable  compensation  therefor,"  is  confined  in  its  application 
to  property  actually  taken  and  appropriated  by  the  government. 
No  construction  can  be  given  to  it  whicli  can  extend  the  benefit  of 
it  to  the  case  of  one  who  suffers  an  indirect  or  consequential  damage 
or  expense  by  means  of  the  rightful  use  of  property  already 
belonging  to  the  public.     CaUender  v.  Marsh,  1  Pick.  418,  430. 
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The  majority  of  the  court  is  therefore  satisfied  that  the  demurrer 
to  this  bill  was  properly  sustained,  and  the  entry  will  be, 

Decree  affirmed. 

Note  by  the  Reporter.— C.  Allen.  J.,  delivered  the  following  disseut- 
ing  opinion  :  •*  A  minority  of  the  court,  consisting  of  Mr.  Justice  William 
Allen  and  myself,  are  unable  to  agree  with  the  majority  of  the  court  upon  the 
principal  question  in  this  case,  which  is  this  :  When  the  public  has  acquire<l 
an  easement  in  land  for  a  highway,  by  taking  it  under  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  by  prescription,  by  dedication,  or  by  grant,  is  an  additional  servitude 
to  be  deemed  as  imposed  by  appropriating  the  highway,  under  legislative  au- 
thority, for  the  use  of  a  line  of  electric  telegraph,  by  the  erection  of  poles  and 
wires  above  the  surface  of  the  ground,  so  that  the  owner  of  an  abutting  estate 
and  of  the  soil  to  the  center  of  the  highway  is  entitled  to  further  compensa- 
tion therefor?  The  corresponding  questions  are  necessarily  involved,  whether 
when  land  is  taken  for  a  highway  by  the  right  of  eminent  domain  it  is  to  be 
considered  as  an  element  of  the  damages  sustained  by  the  owner,  and  to  be 
paid  by  the  city  or  town,  that  the  land  may  be  used,  not  merely  for  a  highway, 
but  also  for  a  telegraph  line  ;  and  whether  in  case  of  a  dedication  or  grant  of 
land  for  a  highway,  with  or  without  the  payment  of  a  consideration,  the  right 
of  establishing  a  telegraph  line  along  the  highway,  under  the  authority  of 
general  or  special  statutes,  is  also  included  by  implication. 

**  If  such  owner  is  in  law  entitled  to  further  compensation,  it  is  plain  that  the 
statute  fails  to  meet  the  constitutional  requirement,  inasmuch  as  no  adequate 
provision  for  such  compensation  is  made.  A  mere  right  of  action  at  law  is  not 
sufficient.  Connecticut  Rher  Railroad  v.  CovrUy  CommiftHion^rgf  127  Mass.  50  ; 
s.  C..84  Am.  Rep.  388. 

'•  It  has  been  held  in  this  Commonwealth  and  elsewhere,  though  without  en- 
tire uniformity  of  decision,  that  the  establishment  of  a  street  railway  does  not 
entitle  the  owner  of  the  land  to  further  compensation.  Attorney-OenercU  v. 
Metropolitan.  Railrmid,  125  Mass.  515;  8.  c,  28  Am.  Rep.  264.  Recognizing 
this  decision  as  founded  on  just  principles,  the  question  remains,  whether  the 
same  rule -applies  to  other  uses,  and  with  what  limitations,  if  any. 

• '  The  great  weight  of  opinion  thus  far  expressed  by  courts  is  that  street  rail- 
ways, with  cars  propelled  by  horse  power,  are  not  to  Ix*  regarded  as  imposing 
a  new  servitude  which  will  entitle  the  owner  of  the  fee  of  the  highway  to  ad- 
ditional compensation,  but  that  steam  railroads  are  to  be  so  regarded.  It  is 
considered  that  the  latter  use  is  so  far  different  in  its  nature,  that  the  law 
ought  to  take  notice  that  it  could  not  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties  that  the  laying  out  of  an  ordinary  highway  should  also  include  such 
a  mode  of  travelling.  While  it  is  always  recognized  that  the  proper  and  con- 
templated use  of  the  highway  is  not  to  be  deemed  limited  to  such  vehicles  as 
are  in  use  at  the  time,  it  is  considered  to  be  too  great  an  extension  of  the  ea.se. 
ment  acquired  by  the  public  to  hold  that  it  embraces  its  use  for  a  steam  rail- 
way. At  this  point  the  line  has  been  drawn  by  a  great  weight  of  judicial  de- 
cision. See  Williams  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad,  16  X.  Y.  97 ;  Wager  v. 
Troy  Union  Railroad,  25  id.  526,  585  ;  Jersey  City  d  Bergen  Railrthtd  v.  Jer 
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$tff  OUg  <fr  Hoboken  Hor$e  Railroad,  20  N.J.  £q.  61 ;  Imlay  v.  Union  Branch 
RaUroad,  26  Cohd.  249,  255  ;  Grand  Rapids  db  Indiana  Railroad  v.  Heiael,  88 
Mich.  62  ;  Sherman  v.  Milwaukee,  Lake  Shore  and  Western  Railroad,  40  WLs. 
645  ;  Kueheman  v.  Chicago,  Clinton  &  Ihibuqiie  Railway,  46  Iowa,  866  ;  Kaiser 
T.  St.  Paul,  StiUwater  d:  TayUn-'s  Fhlls  Railroad,  22  Minn.  149  ;  SoutJtsrn  Pa- 
eifie  RaUroad  v.  Rred,  41  Cal.  256  ;  Cooley  Const.  Lini.  546,  550  ;  2  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp..  ^  722,  725. 

*■*  The  use  of  a  highway  for  the  purpose  of  communicating  information  bj 
elt^ricitj,  hy  means  of  posts  and  wires  erected  along  its  course,  may,  in  a  cer- 
tain senae,  be  said  to  be  a  use  for  a  purpose  similar  to  that  for  which  highways 
are  establishcnl,  namely,  the  increase  of  communication  between  persons  at 
different  points.  But  this  is  a  somewhat  remote  analogy,  and  the  more  direct 
pnrpoee  of  establishing  highways  is  to  enable  persons  and  teams  to  pass  more 
rasily  from  one  place  to  another.  The  analogy  between  a  steam  railway  and 
•■  iiv<«\*anre  by  ordinary  teams  is  much  more  direct. 

riie  multiplication  of  telegraph  and  telephone  posts  and  wires  in  thickly- 
>»ttled  places  within  the  past  few  years  makes  the  question  at  issue  one  of 
^rrt^t  importance.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  many  instances  an  actual 
injury  is  done  to  the  remaining  or  abutting  land  along  a  highway  or  street  by 
tli(*  erection  of  sucli  posts  and  wires ;  and  the  extent  to  which  this  may  be 
carried  in  the  future  cannot  easily  be  foreseen.  When  a  telegraph  line  con- 
sisted of  only  a  single  row  of  small  posts,  with  a  few  wires,  the  matter  was  of 
lens  importance.  But  common  oberservation  shows  that  now  the  posts  are 
large  and  numerous,  fitted  with  cross-beam^  adapted  for  layqr  after  layer  of 
almost  countleKs  wires  ;  and  the  establishment  of  the  different  kinds  of  elec- 
trical lines  involves  to  some  extent  a  destruction  of  trees  along  the  highways 
or  streets,  an  occupation  of  the  ground,  a  filling  of  the  air,  an  interference 
with  access  to  or  escape  from  buildings,  an  increased  difficulty  in  putting  out 
fires,  an  obstruction  of  the  view,  a  presentation  of  unsightly  objects  to  the 
pye.  and  a  creation  of  unpleasant  noises  in  the  wind.  The  actual  injury  thus 
done  to  adjoining  property  may  certainly  be  quite  serious  ;  and  if  when  land 
h  taken  or  granted  for  a  highway,  it  is  understood  that  such  use  may  also  l)e 
made  of  it,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  many  instances  a  very  substantial  in- 
rrease  of  compensation  would  justly  be  granted  to  the  owner ;  because  in 
assessing  damages  when  land  is  taken  for  a  highway,  it  is  not  merely  a  ques- 
tion what  the  land  actually  taken  is  worth  or  what  will  be  the  extent  of  the 
injury  from  the  deprivation  of  its  use,  but  the  owner  is  also  entitled  to  com- 
pensation for  the  incidental  injury  to  his  remaining  land  which  is  to  be  esti- 
mated with  reference  to  the  use  for  which  the  land  taken  from  him  is  to  be 
appropriated,  and  such  damages  are  to  be  allowed  to  him  as  will  fairly  com- 
pensate him  in  view  of  the  purposes  of  the  appropriation.  Walker  v.  Old 
Colony  <t  Nev?port  Railttay,  108  Mass.  10.  14  ;  s.  c,  4  Am.  Rep.  509 ;  Johnson 
T.  Bast4m,  180  Mass.  452.  454. 

*  Hereiotore  the  consequential  injury  to  the  remaining  land  of  the  owner, 
arising  from  the  possibility  of  a  future  use  of  tho  highway  for  telegraph  and 
telephone  wires  has  never,  so  far  as  we  have  l)een  infonue<l,  been  considered 
as  a  proper  element  of  damages.     No  case  is  cited  or  known  wher*'  it  lias  been 
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held  or  even  contended  by  counsel  that  damages  should  be  included  for  such 
possible  use. 

^' If  the  right  exists  to  e^dablish  electrical  lines  with  many  wires  without 
further  compensation,  the  owner  is  entitled  to  be  paid  at  the  outset  for  all  such 
rights  which  are  acquired  against  him  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  ht* 
exercised  to  the  full.  No  one  can  tell  in  advance  how  extensive  a  use  will 
actually  be  made  ;  but  if  it  is  an  incident  to  laying  out  a  highway  that  lines  of 
telegraph  or  telephone  may  be  authorized,  the  owner  of  the  land  certainly  ha» 
no  control  over  the  number  of  posts  and  wires  that  may  l)e  used,  and  the  right 
is  not  subject  to  any  limit  except  the  discretion  of  other  persons  than  himself. 
In  fixing  his  compensation  it  must  therefore  be  borne  in  mind  that  he  has  no 
right  whatever  to  limit  the  use  which  may  be  made  of  the  highway  for  these 
purposes.  The  result  will  follow  that  when  his  land  is  taken  for  a  highway 
he  will  be  entitled  to  receive,  and  the  public  will  be  compelled  to  pay  damages, 
one  element  of  which  is  uncertain.  It  may  happen  that  no  such  use  will  be 
made  of  the  highway.  It  may  be  the  case  that  the  authorities  Who  lay  out  the 
way,  and  the  city  or  town  which  has  to  pay  the  expenses  of  laying  it  out 
and  keeping  it  in  repair  do  not  wish  to  take  or  pay  for  the  right  to  have  tele- 
graph lines  established  on  it.  They  may  not  think  such  a  line  in  that  place 
necessary  or  desirable.  Nevertheless,  if  it  is  incident  to  laying  out  a  highway 
that  a  telegraph  line  may  thereafter  l>e  established  upon  it  by  the  sanction  of  a 
future  board  of  municipal  officers,  this  right  must  of  necessity  be  paid  for  at 
the  outset  unless  the  owner  of  the  land  will  have  a  subsequent  claim  for  addi- 
tional damages  ;  otherwi.se  his  property  is  taken  from  him  without  compensation. 

'*  It  is  going  quite  too  far  to  hold  that  in  law  it  must  be  deemed  to  have  been 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  laying  out  of  the 
highway,  that  it  might  be  used  for  such  new  and  additional  purposes.  They 
are  in  their  nature  essentially  distinct  from  the  ordinary  use  of  a  highway  by 
travellers.  It  is  not  desirable  to  impose  this  new  burden  upon  the  laying  out 
of  highways.  If  the  public  convenience  and  necessity  require  a  new 
highway  but  do  not  require  a  line  of  telegraph  over  it,  the  public  authorities 
Ought  to  be  able  to  take  such  an  easement  as  will  subserve  the  public  require- 
ment without  being  subjected  to  the  necessity  of  paying  for  a  right  which  is 
not  needed  nor  desired.  The  use  of  a  highway  for  telegraphic  purposes  is  not 
naturally  included  in  the  original  design  nor  naturally  incidental  to  its  use  for 
travel.  Highways  can  be  and  are  conveniently  used  without  telegraphs  or 
telephones.  The  latter  can  be  established  without  the  use  of  the  highway. 
It  may  be  convenient  in  many  instances  to  use  the  highway  for  electrical  lines. 
Whenever  this  proves  to  be  the  ca.se,  there  is  no  hardship  in  requiring  those 
who  wish  to  establish  such  lines  to  pay  for  the  privilege  such  damages,  if  any, 
as  may  be  caused  to  the  owners  of  property  by  such  use.  In  many  instances, 
no  doubt,  there  would  be  no  damages.  But  in  cases  where  actual  damage  is 
thus  caused,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  it  should  not  be  paid  for  by  those 
who  will  derive  the  benefit.  It  is  more  just  and  reasonable  that  such  payments 
should  be  made  as  for  an  additional  use  or  servitude,  than  that  it  should  be 
included  at  the  outset  when  it  is  not  known  whether  such  use  will  be  requirod 
or  not. 
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'*  There  is  another  reason  for  holding  that  the  right  to  establish  electrical 
lines  is  not  indnded  in  the  laying  out  of  a  highway.  When  land^is  taken  for 
a  highway,  the  payment  of  damages  is  to  be  made  by  the  city  or  town  within 
which  it  lies.  But  a  city  or  town  has  no  legal  right  to  appropriate  money  for 
the  establishment  of  a  line  of  telegraph  or  telephone  for  the  general  public 
use.  A  direct  vote  of  a  town  to  subscribe  for  shares  in  a  company,  or  to  con- 
tribute money  in  ud  of  such  establishment,  would  clearly  be  illegal  and  void, 
as  not  falling  within  the  classes  of  objects  for  which  municipal  expenditures 
may  be  made.  If  therefore  the  owner  of  the  land  is  entitled  to  be  paid  for 
the  right  to  establish  lines  of  telegraph  or  telephone  along  the  highway  in  the 
future,  as  an  incident  to  the  use  of  the  land  for  the  highway,  and  if  the  city 
or  town  is  to  pay  for  the  damages  caused  by  the  laying  out  of  the  highway, 
including  all  incidental  damages  to  the  remaining  land,  it  follows  that  the 
city  or  town  is  thus  made  to  contribute  money,  possibly  against  its  will,  for  an 
illegal  purpose.  By  construction  of  law,  it  will  also  be  held  to  have  paid 
money  in  the  past  for  expenses  which  it  had  no  actual  intention  and  no  legal 
right  to  incur.  And  the  electrical  companies  will  be  declared  entitled  to  reap 
the  benefits  accruing  from  such  payment  for  their  own  advantage.  The  leg 
ifllatnre  has  never  intended  to  require  or  to  allow  towns  and  cities  to  pay  for 
privileges  to  be  enjoyed  by  electrical  companies  which  may  be  organized 
under  the  general  laws.  It  is  at  least  doubtful  if  it  has  the  constitutional 
right  to  do  so.  It  would  not  be  ' '  wholesome  and  reasonable  *'  legislation,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  to  grant  to  a  commercial  corporation,  estab- 
lished under  general  laws  for  purposes  of  profit,  the  right  to  obtain,  without 
payment,  a  valuable  privilege,  for  which  a  city  or  town  ha.s  been  compellcni. 
against  its  will,  to  pay. 

"  An  arg^ument  has  been  drawn  from  the  judicial  sanction  which  has  been 
given  to  the  use  of  streets  for  drains  and  sewers,  and  for  gas  and  water  pipes. 
Bat  there  is  a  palpable  distinction  between  such  uses  and  that  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  telegraph  line.  It  may  be  said  in  a  general  way  that  when  a 
highway  is  laid  out,  the  whole  beneficial  use  of  the  soil  is  temporarily  taken 
from  the  owner  and  appropriated  to  the  public  use  ;  and  ordinarily  the  laying 
of  underground  pipes,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cause  no  injury  to  the  adjoining 
land,  does  not  deprive  the  owner  of  the  fee  of  any  use  whioli  he  could  other- 
wise have  made  of  the  soil.  Ch^narily  therefore  he  cannot  be  deemed  to 
soffer  any  legal  injury  from  the  laying  of  underground  pipes.  A  different 
question  however  might  by  possibility  arise,  if  such  pipes  interfered  with 
underground  operations  which  the  owner  might  carry  on,  notwithstanding  the 
existence  of  the  highway.  Then  again  sewers  and  drains  are  built  more 
directly  by  public  officers,  and  usually  are  of  direct  benefit  to  the  abutting 
estates  as  well  as  to  the  streets  themselves.  The  advantage  to  abutting  owners 
is  so  apparent  that  under  our  statutes  they  may  be  assessed  for  the  expenses 
of  construction.  Gas-pipes  also  are  likely  to  be  of  direct  service  in  furtherance 
of  the  purposes  for  which  streets  are  laid  out,  aiding  public  travel  and  bene- 
fitting the  abutting  lots.  There  is  a  general  recognition  that  all  these  uses  are 
directly  subservient  to  the  purposes  for  which  highways  are  established  ;  and 
by  statute  towns  are  authorized  or  required  to  lay  water-pipes,  erect   watering- 
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troaghs  and  fountains,  set  out  and  maintain  shade  trees.erect  guide  posts  and  ei^ct 
and  maintain  street  lamps.  Pub.Sts.,  chap.27,  §§  1-4;  cliap.54,§9.  But  the  erec- 
tion of  telegraph  lines  along  a  highway  is  of  no  direct  and  peculiar  benefit  to 
travellers  upon  the  highway,  to  the  highway  itself,  or  to  abutting  estates;  and  as 
has  l^een  seen,  such  lines  do  or  may  interfere  materially  with  tlie  beneficial  use 
and  enjoyment  which  the  owner  of  the  soil  might  otherwise  have  of  his  estate. 

"  The  fact  that  the  statute  provides  that  no  permanent  easement  shall  be  ac- 
quirted  by  a  telegraph  company  is  not  material.  While  the  line  exists,  the  in- 
jury to  the  owner  is  continuous  ;  and  he  is  deprived,  without  his  consent,  of 
the  rightful  use  of  his  property  for  a  period  which,  though  indefinite  and 
liable  to  be  determined,  may  yet  be  perpetual,  and  wliich  he  himself  is  power- 
less to  bring  to  an  end. 

**  The  authorities  which  hold  that  using  a  highway  for  a  steam  railroad  im- 
jMJHes  an  additional  servitude,  for  which  the  owner  of  the  fee  is  entitled  to  ad- 
ditional compensation,  go  farther  than  is  necessary  to  support  the  view  above 
taken.  The  case  of  Attormy-Grnerdl  v.  Metropditatt  Railroad,  125  Mass.  515; 
J*,  c,  2S  Am.  Rep.  264,  r<»lated  only  to  horse  railroads,  and  leaves  it  an  open 
question  in  this  State  as  to  stt^m  railways.     The  case  of  CaUender  v.  Marsh, 

I  Pick.  418-481.  as  to  damage  caused  by  changing  the  grade  of  the  street,  has 
always  been  r(MM>gnized  as  a  hard  case,  and  an  intimation  was  g^ven  at  the  time 
that  the  legislature  might  well  interfere  by  general  or  special  statute  for  the 
relief  of  parties  so  injured.    Tlie  doctrine  of  that  case  should  not  be  extended. 

•'  In  Tmmg  v.  Yarmouth,  9  Gray,  886,  the  telegraph  line  was  established.  »<> 
far  as  appears,  by  the  land  owner's  consent,  and  no  question  involving  hih 
rights  arose  or  was  considered. 

*•  As  to  elevated  railroads,  it  was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  justices  of  the 
New  York  Court  of  Appeals,  that  an  abutting  owner,  even  if  he  does  not  own 
the  fee  of  any  part  of  the  street,  has  such  a  property  as  to  be  entitled  to  a<l- 
ditional  compensation.  Htory  v.  New  York  EIrtatcd  Railroad,  90  N".  Y.  122 ; 
s.  ('.,  43  Am.  Rep.  146.  The  case  would  be  much  stronger  if  he  owned  the 
fee.  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  and  in  the  United  States  (.'ircuit 
Court  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  and  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illi- 
nois, it  has  been  held  that  the  use  of  a  highway  for  a  telegraph  line  will  en- 
title such  owner  to  additional  compensation.    Drtsenhtiry  v.  Mutual  Telegraph, 

II  Abb.  New  Cas.  440;  Atlantic  c^  PaHfie  Telegraph  v.  Chicago,  Rttck  Island 
d'  PaHfic  Railroad,  6  Biss.  158 ;  Board  of  Trade  Telegraph  v.  Barnett,  107 
111.  507  :  8.  c,  47  Am.  Rep.  458." 

The  contrary  doctrine  to  the  principal  case  was  held  by  the  Special  Term  of 
New  York  Superior  Court  in  Metropolitan  Telephone  db  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Caid- 
toell  Lead  Co.,  67  How.  Pr.  365.  In  that  case  the  fee  of  the  streets  was  in  the 
city.  The  court  said  :  *'  Tlie  fee  thus  vested  in  the  city  was  in  trust  for  a 
specified  purpose,  limited  by  the  purpose  for  which  the  property  was  taken, 
and  the  trust  upon  which  it  was  held  ;  and  the  use  to  which  the  property  could 
be  put  by  the  city  must  be  limited  by  said  trust —  viz.,  to  be  appropriated  and 
kept  open  as  a  public  street.  In  People  v.  Kerr.  27  N.  Y.  188,  and  the  cases 
that  have  followed  that  case,  it  was  held  that  a  street  railroad  authorized  by  the 
legislature  to  l>e  built  in  a  street  was  valid  asu  prop«»r  regulation  as  a  street  u.se. 
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In  the  case  of  Mahadyx.  BuMlunrk  HnUroad  Co.,  01  X.  V  14S;  s.  c.  43  Am. 
Rep.  661,  the  court  upheld  those  cases  as  deciding  that  sucli  a  horse  mil  road 
WAS  a  structure  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  ahuttiug  owners  in  the  streets, 
ami  the!te  cases  can  now  only  l)e  considered  as  authority  for  holding  that  sin-li 
n  railroad  is  a  street  use,  which  is  within  the  i»ower  of  the  legislatun*  t<»  con- 
irol.  The  jjowerof  the  legislature  over  the  street  is  however  not  unlimited ;  it  is 
t«>  govern  and  regulate*  such  usi^  or  intert»st  in  the  land  as  vested  in  the  coriMuii- 
tion  under  the  provision  of  the  law  for  tlie  taking  of  the  property.  The  city 
took  the  proi>erty  in  trust  toappro])riate  it  as  a  puhlic  street,  and  so  lar  as  it 
held  it  for  a  puhlic  street  it  was  suhjet^t  to  the  contrf)!  at  the  legislatun*. 

*•  That  the  power  of  the  legislature  over  the  streets  is  limite<l,  and  that  tlu» 
hxi'^^ure  had  no  authority  to  authorixe  a  structure  in  a  sti*eet  that  is  incon 
KiKteut  with  such  street  use,  was  held  in  the  Story  casi\  9i)  N.  Y.  122  ;  s.  v.,  43 
Am.  Kep.  148  ;  and  in  discussing  the  question  in  that  case.  Judge  Dankouth 
saj-s,  at  page  15."i :  '  Within  this  principle,  its  [the  streets]  surface  might  he 
hpoken  up  for  the  insertion  of  gas  or  water  pipes  or  sewers  or  wcupled  by  rails 
imiiedded  therein  for  surface  railniad,  but  its  limit  would  he  found  in  these  and 
like  uses.'  It  appears  therefore  that  the  power  of  the  legislature  is  limited  to 
a  regulation  of  the  use  for  which  the  j»ropei-ty  is  held  by  the  city  in  trust.  As 
Judge  Dan  FORTH  says  in  the  Story  cas<»,  fiupra,  p.  l.*)!  '  It  is  certainly  well 
settled  tluit  when  a  grant  is  nmde  or  trust  created  for  asiMH!ific  and  defined  pur- 
pose, the  subject  of  the  grant  or  trust  cannot  be  used  for  another  and  foreign 
pnr]>ose  without  the  consent  of  the  jiarties  from  whom  it  was  derived,  or  for 
whose  benefit  it  was  create<l.* 

"  Under  this  statute  the  city  takes  the  fee  in  trust  to  be  appropriated  for  a 
public  street.  That  is  'a  sjieciti*-  and  defined  purpose.'  The  property  is  paid 
for  by  the  abutting  owners ;  neither  the  city  nor  the  State  pays  the  amount 
awarded  for  the  taking  of  the  pro]M»rty.  but  the  owners  of  the  land  on  the 
street  pay  for  whatever  property  is  taken.  The  statute  provides  that  such  pay- 
ment shall  be  apportioned  among  such  abutting  owners  as  they  shall  be  benefited 
by  the  appropriation  of  such  property  as  a  public  street ;  and  that  such  abutting 
owners  have  an  interest  in  the  streets,  is  nn^ognized  in  the  Story  case,  supra, 
and  yftihady  v.  BwiJiidck  RnUrocui  Co.,  supra.  I  think  therefore  that  the  powers 
of  the  legislature  to  regulate  the  streets  are  confined  to  the  uses  for  which  they 
were  taken,  viz. ,  to  be  appropriated  and  kept  open  as  public  streets.  The  plaint- 
iff owns  and  operates  a  telephone  line  on  Thirty-ninth  street  and  uses  poles  to 
amduct  the  wires  used  in  such  business,  and  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that 
Mich  a  use  of  the  streets  is  not  a  street  use,  and  does  not  come  within  the  terms 
of  the  trust  upon  which  the  city  holds  the  fee  of  the  streets  ;  and  that  so  far  as 
the  rights  of  abutting  owners  are  involved,  the  legislature  had  no  power  to 
authorize  plaintiffs  to  use  the  street^s  for  such  a  purpose. 

" Plaintifb cite  the  case  of  People  v.  Metropolitan  Telephane  &  Telegraph  Co., 
31  Han,  596,  but  in  that  case  the  people  were  objecting  to  the  use  of  the  streets 
by  plaintiffs  and  plaintiffs  had  the  consent  of  the  people  for  such  use.  As  was 
said  in  the  Story  case,  page  ItJO.  in  si>eaking  of  the  authority  given  by  the 
legislature  :  *  So  far  as  the  public  is  concerned  it  may  stand  ;  not  so  far  as  to 
the  individual.' " 
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(196  Mass.  106.) 

Ifuuranee  — sale  of  property  between  partners  —  increase  of  risk. 

The  sale  by  one  partner  of  his  share  of  the  partnership  property  to  another 
partner  and  the  taking  a  mortgage  back  are  not  a  breach  of  a  condition  in 
an  insurance  policy  against  a  sale  of  the  property,  nor  necessarily  an  increase 
of  the  risk.     {See  note,  p.  22.) 

A  CTION  on  an  insurance  policy.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

W.  S.  B.  Hopkins,  for  defendant. 
H.  C.  Hartfoell,  for  plaintiffs. 

Holmes,  J.  The  defendant  insured  the  plaintiffs.  Powers  and 
Baldwin,  against  loss  by  fire  upon  certain  goods  owned  by  them  as 
partners,  including  their  stock  in  trade.  Afterward  Powers  sold 
his  share  to  Baldwin,  taking  back  a  mortgage  on  the  same  goods. 
The  only  question  reported  to  us  is  whether  this  transaction  will 
prevent  a  recovery  upon  the  policy.  If  anything  can  be  recovered, 
the  amount  is  settled  by  agreement. 

Apart  from  the  conditions  in  the  policy,  the  plaintiffs'  cuiio  is 
clear.  Both  the  contractees  join  in  the  suit,  late  v.  Citizens  Ins. 
Co.y  13  Gray,  79  ;  and  the  plaintiff  Powers  retained  an  insurable 
interest  after  his  sale,  under  the  contemporaneous  mortgage  back 
to  him,  which  was  a  part  of  the  interest  which  he  had  when  the 
policy  was  issued,  and  carved  out  of  it.  It  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider, whether  if  he  had  retained  no  interest,  an  action  could  have 
been  maintained  in  the  name  of  the  two  for  the  benefit  of  Baldwin 
alone,  as  was  thought  in  Hobbs  v.  Memphis  Ins.  Co.,  1  Sneed,  444, 
and  denied  in  Diz  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  22  111.  272;  or  if  so,  what 
the  extent  of  the  recovery  would  be. 

The  defense  relied  on  was  a  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the 
policy.  The  words  of  the  only  material  one  are,  "  if  without  such 
assent  (the  written  assent  of  the  company),  the  said  property  shall 
be  sold.''  There  is  nothing  more;  no  proviso  against  ^*any  change 
of  title  in  the  property  insured,  or  of  any  undivided  interest 
therein,''  as  in  Bix  v.  Mercantile  Ins.   Co.,  ubi  supra.     We  have 
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no  occasion  to  differ  from  this  and  similar  decisions,  so  far  as  they 
go  on  the  precise  language  used  in  those  cases.  But  we  think  that 
the  reason  of  the  thing  and  the  weight  of  precedent  agree  that  the 
condition  with  which  we  have  to  deal  has  not  been  broken.  If  it 
were  construed  with  any  strictness  against  the  defendant,  or  even 
literally,  the  condition  would  only  be  broken  by  a  sale  of  the  whole 
of  *'  the  said  property  "  by  the  firm.  See  Savage  v.  Howard  Ins.  Co., 
52  N.  Y.  502,  505;  s.  c,  11  Am.  Rep.  741;  Scanloji  v.  Unw7i  Ins, 
^o.,4  Biss.  511.  '*The  said  property,"  taken  literally,  means  the 
things  described  in  the  policy  as  insured,  not  the  partial  interest 
of  one  cotenant;  and  ''sold"  in  connection  with  these  words  would 
naturally  be  taken  to  refer  to  the  joint  act  of  the  joint  party  con- 
tracted with. 

But  we  need  not  go  so  far  in  order  to  decide  tliis  case.  What- 
ever might  be  the  effect  of  a  conveyance  of  his  whole  interest  by 
one  partner  to  a  stranger,  we  think  that  such  a  conveyance  to  his 
copartner  is  not  a  breach.  Assuming  without  argument,  that  if 
this  were  otherwise,  the  contemporaneous  mortgage  back  would  not 
save  the  condition,  we  tliink  that  partners  jointly  contracted  with 
uA  such  are  to  be  regarded  as  so  far  only  one  person,  and  the  condi- 
tion as  so  far  limited  to  keeping  the  ownership  of  the  thing  insured 
in  some  member  of  the  insured  body,  that  changes  between  them- 
selves in  the  relative  amounts  or  in  the  nature  of  their  respective 
interests,  do  not  fall  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the  words  used. 

If  we  look  beyond  the  interpretation  of  the  words  to  the  object 
of  the  condition,  we  cannot  see  any  good  reason  why  the  insurers 
should  wish  to  restrict  the  parties  they  deal  with  more  narrowly. 
It  is  said  that  one  of  the  parties  loses  his  motive  and  riglit  to  keep 
a  watch  over  the  goods.     That  is  hardly  true  in  the  present  case  ; 
but  eren  if  it  were,  the  insurei^s  did  not  stipulate  for  any  such  su- 
pervision.    Either  partner  had  a  perfect  right  to  abstain  from  it, 
for  any  thing  that  is  to  be  found  in  the  policy.     The  proviso  against 
the  sale  of  the  insured  proi)erty  is  directed  to  a  different  point,  the 
preservation  of  an  insurable  interest.     So  far  as  the  object  of  pre- 
serving an  insurable  interest  is  concerned  as  the  actual  interest 
of  partners  in  the  firm  property  arc  necessarily  fluctuating,  there 
3eems   to  be  no  particular  reason  why  the  insurers  should  wish 
to  keep  the  state  of  the  legal  title  unchanged  as  between  them, 
certainly  no  sufficient  ground  for  extending  the  language  chosen  by 
the  insTuer  beyond  its  plain  and  natural  meaning. 
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Our  conclusion  is  sustained  by  the  weight  of  authority  in  this 
country.  Hoffman  \,  .Etna  Ins.  Co.,  32  N.  Y.  405;  Pierce  v. 
Nashua  Im.  Co.y  50  N.  H.  297;  s.  f.,  9  Am.  Rep  235;  Lockioood  v. 
Middlesex  Assur.  Co.,  47  Conn.  553,  564;  Wesi  v.  Citizens'  Ins. 
Co..  27  Ohio  St.  1  ;  s.  c,  H  Am.  Ile|).  294;  Burnett  v.  Ettfanhi 
Ins.  Ca,4(5  Ala.  11;  s.  ( .,  7  Am.  lie]).  5H1;  Denaani  v.  Home  fns. 
Co.,  26  La.  Ann.  69;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Uep.  544.  Soo  also  Cowan  v. 
loma  Ins.  Co.,  40  Iowa,  551  ;  s.  (\,  20  Am.  Rep.  583  ;  Sr^nlon  v. 
Fnion  Ins.  Co.,  ubi  supra. 

As  the  sale  by  Powers  wiis  not  a  breach  of  condition,  a  fortiori  a 
mortgage  bjick  to  him  was  not.  Rice  v.  Towpr,  1  Gray,  426;  Jadfjt 
V.  Connecticut  Ins.  Co.,  132  Mjiss.  521. 

Some  little  reliance  was  phiced  on  another  condition:  **lf 
without  such  assent,  tlie  situation  or  circumstances  affecting  the 
risk  shall,  by  or  with  tlie  advice,  agency,  or  consent  of  the  in- 
sured, i)e  so  altered  Jis  to  cause  an  increase  of  such  risk."  But  if 
under  any  circumstances  a  genenil  (*hiuse  could  be  taken  to  carry 
the  effect  of  a  change  of  title  higher  than  a  special  one  expressly 
dealing  with  that  subject,  or  if  even  in  the  absence  of  a  sj)ecial 
clause  the  present  transaction  could  be  brought  within  the  scope 
of  **  circumsUuices  affecting,  the  risk ''  (Houghton  v.  Manvf.  Im*. 
Co..  8  Mete.  114,  122:  Allen  v.  Massasoit  Ins.  Co.,  99  Mass.  160), 
we  cannot  say  that  it  "caused  an  increase  of  such  risk,"  as  matter 
of  law.  after  a  finding  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  on  the  finding  for  the  plnintiffs. 

XoTK  IJV  THE  Kkpoktkii.  -In  llahittdy  y.  State,  Tan.  Co.,  Iowa  Suprt'iUf 
Court,  July,  1884,  where  one  of  the  provision.s  of  an  insurance  ix)licy  given 
Xa)  a  partnership  was  that  "  if  the  title  of  the  jiroperty  is  transferred,  incum 
bered  or  changed..  *  *  *  the  j>olicy  shall  be  void."  htid^  that  a  disi^olu- 
tion  of  partnershi]*,  and  a  sale  by  one  jmilner  to  the  other  of  his  interest,  is  a 
change  of  title  to  the  i)roperty.  and  will  render  the  policy  void.  The  court 
said  :  "  The  <|uestion  as  to  the  effect  on  the  contract  of  insurance  of  the  hiale 
by  one  joint  owner  to  another,  of  his  int<'rest  in  the  joint  property,  when  the 
policy  <*ontains  a  provision  against  alteration,  has  often  been  before  the  court, 
and  the  numerical  weight  of  authority  is  probably  in  favor  of  the  proposition  that 
ti  *  sale  by  one  partner  to  his  co- partner  of  his  intere^st  in  the  ])artnership  property 
tloes  not  have  the  effect  to  terminate  a  policy  of  insurance  which  contains  a 
l>rovisi(>n  tigainst  the  sale  or  transfer  of  the  property.*  The  case  of /fo^/iwi* 
T.  .fjtini  Inn.  Co.,  32  N.  Y.  405,  is  probably  the  leading  case  holding  this  doc- 
trine. The  ])olicy  in  that  ca.se  pn)vided  that  it  should  be  null  and  void  '  if  the 
said  ])n)perty  shall  be  .sold  or  conveyed.*  The  policy  was  issued  to  a  partm»r- 
ship,  one  menilHT  of  which  sold  his  interest    in  the  property  to  his  copartner 
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before  the  Iobr.  and  it  was  held  that  this  did  not  have  the  effect  to  avoid  tht* 
policy.  Another  holding?  is  followed  in  Dermani  v.  Ins.  Co.,  26  I>a.  Ann.  tti) ; 
8.  c,  21  Am.  Rep.  544;  Pi&rcs  v.  //w.  Co.,  60  N.  H.  297  ;  8.  c,  7  Am.  Hop. 
285 :  Burnett  v.  Tm.  Co..  46  Ala.  11  ;  a.  c,  7  Am.  Rep.  581,  and  Went  v.  ////?. 
O.,  27  Ohio,  St.  1 ;  8.  c,  22  Am.  Rep.  294,  -  in  each  of  which  cases  the  poli<y 
contained  substantially  the  same  provision.  The  ground  upon  which  the  hold- 
ing 18  put  is  that  the  alienation  against  which  the  parties  provided  by  the 
provision  was  of  the  whole  of  the  insured  property,  and  not  merely  u  portu»n 
of  it,  or  some  interest  in  it  less  than  the  whole,  and  that  a  sale  of  his  interest 
by  one  partner  to  his  copartner  was  not  such  a  disposition  of  the  property  as 
was  contemplated  by  the  parties  when  they  framt^d  the  ])rovision  ;  that  what 
was  intended  to  be  guarded  against  was  such  a  transfer  of  the  property  as 
woald  change  the  proprietary  interest  therein  of  those  with  whom  tin*  in- 
surers contracted,  and  substituted  other  parties  with  whom  they  had  not  c-<»n- 
sen  ted  to  contract,  but  that  the  sale  of  his  interest  by  one  ^mrtner  to  his  co- 
partner did  not  have  the  effect  to-  introduce  a  stranger  to  the  contract,  or  t(» 
make  any  change  in  the  condition  or  situation  of  the  property  or  risk. 

••  In  Cowan  v.  State  Ins.  Co.,  40  Iowa,  551  ;  s.  c,  20  Am.  Rep.  58ij,  Ww 
policy  was  issued  to  plaintiff,  but  before  the  loss  lie  sold  the  insured  property 
to  a  partnership  of  which  he  was  a  member.  It  contained  a  similar  provision 
against  alienation,  and  it  was  held  by  the  court  that  as  he  retained  an  instiru 
hie  interest  in  the  property  the  policy  was  not  avoided  by  the  sale  :  tl^it  while 
the  clause  in  the  policy  prohibited  the  alienation  of  the  Insured  property,  it 
did  not  forbid  the  sale  of  an  interest  therein  less  than  the  whole,  and  as  hmg 
as  plaintiff  retained  an  insurable  interest  in  the  property,  the  policy  attached 
to  and  protected  that  interest.  We  think  it  clear  that  this  ca.**e  does  not  sus- 
tain the  poHition  of  appellee  in  the  case  now  before  us.  The  fa^'ts  of  the  two 
cases  and  the  questions  involved  are  essentially  different.  In  the  one,  th<' 
party  seeking  to  enforce  the  cx^ntract  was  an  original  party  lo  it,  and  the  ques- 
tion  involved  was  whether  his  right  of  recovery  was  defeated  by  his  sale  of 
an  interest  in  the  insured  property,  while  in  this  case  plaintiff  is  not  jiersonally 
R  party  to  the  contract,  and  the  question  is  whether  he  acquired  a  right  of 
action  on  the  policy  by  his  purchase  of  an  additional  interest  in  the  property. 
Nor  do  we  think  that  the  other  cases  cited  above  are  conclusive  of  the  question 
here  involved.  The  provisions  of  the  policies  involved  in  those  cases  wcn» 
that  the  policies  should  be  null  and  void  if  the  prof>erty  was  sold  or  conveytul. 
while  the  provision  in  this  case  is  that  *  if  the  title  of  the  property  is  trans- 
ferred, incumbered  or  changed,  *  »  *  the  policy  shall  be  void.'  The  ef- 
fect of  this  language  is  materially  different  from  that  used  in  the  ]K)licies  in 
the  other  cases.  The  title  of  the  property  would  be  transferred  by  a  sale  or 
conveyance  of  it  to  another  person.  If  the  Avord  '  changed  '  had  not  been  in- 
serted in  the  provision,  the  effect  of  the  language  would  have  "l)een  the  same 
as  that  used  in  the  other  policies,  and  the  same  construction  which  was  put 
upon  the  provisions  in  those  cases  could  fairly  have  been  put  ui>on  it.  But 
the  parties  having  inserted  in  their  contract  words  which  fully  express  the 
provision  that  the  policy  would  be  avoided  by  a  sale  or  conveyance  of  the 
property  to  a  stranger,  have  also  inserted  another  word  by  which  the  same 
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consequen-ce  is  made  to  follow  a  change  of  the  title  to  the  property.  It  Is  cer- 
tainly true  that  by  a  transfer  of  the  title  to  the  whole  of  the  property  to  a 
stranger  the  title  would  be  changed,  but  we  cannot  presume  that  the  parties 
intended  to  express  that  provision  by  the  use  of  the  word  '  changed, '  for  as 
we  have  seen,  they  had  already  fully  expressed  it  by  the  words  which  precede 
it  in  the  contract.  This  latter  word  was  deliberately  used  by  the  parties,  and 
we  cannot  reject  it  as  construing  the  contract ;  and  as  it  neither  limits  nor 
<{ualifies  those  which  precede  it,  we  are  bound  to  presume  that  the  parties  in- 
tended by  its  use  to  express  some  provision  or  condition  of  their  contract 
which  was  not  otherwise  expressed.  The  effect  of  the  provision  is,  tlien,  that 
the  policy  would  be  avoided  either  by  a  transfer  of  the  title  of  the  property 
insured  to  a  stranger,  or  by  a  change  of  the  title  to  it.  This  conclusion  can  be 
avoided,  as  we  think,  only  by  disregarding  the  elementary  rules  of  construc- 
tion. The  case  turns  then  upon  the  question  whether  a  change  of  the  title 
of  the  property  resulted  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  and  the  sale 
!)y  Hmith  to  plaintiff  of  all  of  his  interest  in  the  property,  and  it  seems  to  us 
there  can  be  but  one  answer  to  this  question.  During  the  existence  of  the 
partnership  it  cannot  be  said  that  plaintiff  had  title  to  any  specific  share  or 
interest  in  the  property.  His  claim  was  to  the  proportion  of  the  residue 
which  should  be  found  to  be  due  to  him  upon  the  final  balance  of  the  accounts 
of  the  firm  after  the  conversion  of  the  assets  and  the  liquidation  of  its  debts. 
But  upon  the  dissolution,  of  the  partnership,  and  the  purchase  by  him  of 
Smith's  interest,  he  was  vested  with  the  absolute  title  to  the  whole  of  the 
])roperty. 

"  The  conclusion  we  reach  is  sustained  by  the  following  authorities  :  Kefler  v. 
Niagara  Fire  his.  Ok.  16  Wis.  528 ;  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ross,  23  Intl. 
IHO;  JHxy.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  22  111.  272;  Wood  v.  Rutland  Ins.  Co.,  81 
Vt.  552." 

In  Drennen  v.  London  Assurance  Corporation,  U.  S.  Circ.,  Minnesota,  Mil- 
LEH,  J.,  charged  the  jury  that  a  change  or  transfer  between  the  partners 
would  be  no  violation,  but  the  introduction  of  a  new  partner  avoided  the 
policy.  He  said  :  '*  Many  changes  may  take  place  in  the  title  and  also  in  the 
(>ossession,  without  a  sale  or  transfer  of  the  property  to  another  party  ;  for  in- 
stance, a  sale  by  one  partner  to  another  has  been  held  by  the  courts  not  to  be 
such  a  sale  or  transfer  as  is  included  in  this  policy,  and  for  the  very  obvious 
rcyison  that  the  possession  does  not  change  ;  it  remains  where  it  was  —  the 
title  remains,  perhaps  in  the  firm,  although  one  member  of  the  firm  may  have 
^out*  out ;  the  question  we  have  got  to  solve  is  whether  the  introduction  of  a 
new  partner  into  the  partnership  firm  whose  goods  are  insured,  is  such  a 
i'hange  as  vests  him  with  an  intere.st  which  he  did  not  have  before,  and  vests 
another  man  with  a  right  of  control  of  the  possession,  and  to  have  charge  of 
the  property,  and  will  avoid  this  policy.  Without  going  on  to  cite  the  author- 
ities, we  are  both  of  the  opinion  that  this  is  such  a  change  as  by  that  language 
was  intended  to  avoid  and  forfeit  the  policy. 

' '  The  sale  or  the  transmutation  of  the  various  interests  between  the  part- 
ners themselves,  and  nolwdy  else  having  the  control,  and  leaving  the  posses- 
sion where  it  was,  diM's  not    invalidate   the  p<diey  ,  but  the  introduction  of  a 
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'  partner  with  an  investiture  of  an  interest  in  him,  which  he  did  not  have 
before,  does  avoid  the  policy. 

**  There  are  two  things  with  regard  to  which  insurers  are  alwajs  cautious, 

tenacious  and  anxious.     One  of  them  is  the  cliaracter  of  the  men  with  whom 

they  make  the  contract,  and  the  other  is  the  cliaracter  of  the  man  who  hag 

possession  of  the  prop(»rty,  especially  if  it  be  movable  property  that  is  insured; 

and  it  is  easy  to  s^     why  this  is  so.     They  may  very  well  know  that  the  man 

or  men  with  whom  they  deal  when  the  contract  is  made  are  cautious,  prudent 

business  men.  honest  and  for  a  long  time  successful  in  business.     With  those 

men  they  contract  without  hesitation.     They  have  a  right  to  know  who  ihm  e 

men  are  with  whom  they  contract  with  regard  to  the  possession  of  the  prop 

erty.     They  make  a  contract  with  A.  because  they  know  him,  or  because  they 

have  heard  of  his  character —  because  they  undei*stand  that  he  is  honest  and  fair, 

and  they  deal  with  him  just  as  you  would  deal  with  one  whom  you  know  to  be 

reliable;  you  \nll  seek  to  deal  with  honest  men  only.     Now   it  is  against  all 

the  principles  of  contracts  to  say  that  in  dealing  with  one  man  or  with  two 

men,  that  those  two  can  afterward,  acting  without  the  consent  of  the  other 

party,  introduce  another  man  into  the  contract  who  has  all  the  rights  and  all 

the  control  which  those  two  had  before  ;  because  that  man  may  be  kuown  to 

be  a  scoundrel  by  the  insurance  company,  and  if  that    rule  prevails  the  other 

{Arties  have  a  right  to  introduce  the  veriest  scum  of  the  earth,  and  men  who 

have   half  a  dozen  times  been  engaged  in  the  destruction  of  proi)erty  to  get 

the  insaranoe.     So  you  may  sell  the  goods  insured,  but  you  cannot  sell  the 

policy  unless  the  company  agrees  to  it.     We  are  of  the  opinion  that  if  Mr. 

Amdt  was,  within  the  meaning  of  that  jwlicy,  introduced  into  that  partner 

ftbjp,  and  became  a  member  of  it  before  the  loss,  and  acquired  an  interest  in 

the  gocpdjs,  tbe  policy  was  forfeited." 

To  the  same  effect  is  Biggs  v.  North  Car.  H&me  Ins.  Co.,SS  ^.  C.  141.     See 
also  Texas  ^ank.  and  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cohen,  47  Tex,  406  ;  s.  c,  26  Am.  Rep.  2»8. 


Heddrn  v.  Griffin. 

(138  Mass.  329.) 

Jkgeirhcy —  adigm  against  insurance  agent  for  fraud — damages. 

One   f  raiidiilently  induced  by  an  insurance  agent  to  take  a  policy  may  rescind 
the  contract  and  recover  from  him  the  premium  paid.* 

ACTION  for  fraud.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaintiff 
had  judgment  below. 

*^&s^  Kroeger  v.  Pitcairn  (101  Penn.  St.   811),  47  Am.  Rep.  718  ;   Th4nnpmn 
V.  Phmnix  Ins,  Co.  (75  Me.  55).  46  Am.  Rep.  357. 
Vol.   XL1X-^4 
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W,  8.  B.  Hopkins,  for  defendant. 

F.  P.  Gouldmg  £  W.  A.  Gtle,    for  plaintiff. 

Morton,  C.  J.  In  order  to  maintain  an  action  of  tort  for  deceit, 
it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  false  representations 
alleged  in  his  declaration  are  representations  of  material  facts  cal- 
culated to  deceive  him  and  induce  him  to  act.  Representations  as 
to  matters  which  are  merely  collateral,  and  do  not  constitute  essen- 
tial elements  of  the  contract  into  which  the  plaintiff  is  induced  to 
enter,  are  not  sufficient.  It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Pe7m  fns.  Co. 
V.  Crane,  134  Mass.  56  ;  s.  c,  45  Am.  Rep.  282,  that  represent- 
ations like  those  alleged  in  the  declaration  in  the  cjise  at  bar  are 
material  in  their  nature ;  and  that  the  party  insured,  having  been 
induced  by  them  to  enter  into  the  contract  of  insurance,  had  the 
right  to  cancel  his  policy,  and  was  not  liable  to  the  company  upon 
his  promissory  note  given  for  the  premium.  That  case  decisively 
sliowsthat  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  at  bar  is  entitled  to  maintain  his 
action. 

The  principal  question  in  the  case  is  as  to  the  measure  of  the 
damages  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  It  appeared  at 
tlie  trial  that  the  plaintiff  was  induced  by  the  false  representations 
of  the  defendant,  who  was  the  general  agent  of  the  New  York  Life 
Insurance  Company  of  New  York,  to  take  a  fifteen  years'  endow- 
ment policy  for  $10,000  in  said  company,  and  to  pay  the  fii'st  pre- 
mium thereon  ;  that  before  the  second  premium  beciime  due  hedis- 
(rovered  the  fraud  and  notified  the  defendant  of  his  intention  to  cancel 
the  policy,  and  demanded  the  amount  of  the  premium  he  had  paid. 
It  also  appeared  that  the  said  company  was  solvent  ;  that  the 
policy  until  cancelled  wjis  a  good  policy  ;  and  that  the  premium 
was  a  fair  premium  for  such  a  policy.  The  defendant  contended 
that  upon  these  facts  the  plaintiff  could  recover  no  damages,  or  at 
most  only  nominal  damages,  contending  that  the  **  measure  of 
damages  is  the  difference  in  money  value  between  what  he  got  and 
what  he  would  have  got  had  the  representations  been  true." 

If  the  plaintiff  had  elected  to  retain  his  policy,  this  rule  of 
damages  would  be  correct.  Morse  v.  Hutchina,  102  Mass.  439. 
But  upon  discovering  the  fraud,  the  plaintiff  had  his  election  of 
two  remedies.  He  could  retain  his  policy,  or  he  could  cancel  and 
repudiate  it  and   linvr  resort   to  the  defendant  for  the  fraud  prac- 
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tiocd  up^n.  him.  This  right  of  i-escmdiiig  his  ooiiti'ttct  is  import- 
mit  to  the  plaintiff,  as  his  coiiti*act  was  an  executory  one  extending 
over  fifteen  years,  and  it<«  value  dej)ended  not  merely  on  the  present 
condition  of  the  company  but  largely  upon  its  future  management. 
The  defendant  cannot  control  this  election.  The  plaintiff  had  the 
right  to  and  did  elect  to  cancel  the  policy  ;  his  notice  to  the  defend- 
ant, the  agent  of  the  company,  was  a  cancellation  ;  he  could  not 
thereafter  maintam  an  action  against  the  company  ;  and  he  had  in 
his  hands  no  property  of  value  to  be  retunied. 

We   are  of  opinion   that  under   these  circumstances  he  has  u 

right  to  recover  damages  of  the  defendant  to  an  amount  which  will 

put  bim  in  the  same  position  as  if  the  fraud  had  not  been  practiced 

on  bim.     As  a  consequence. of  the  fraud  he  has  paid  out  a  sum  of 

money  as  a  premium  for  which  he  has  got  nothing.     We  think  lie 

is  entitled  to  recover  it  of  the  defendant.     The  contention  of  the 

defendant  that  the  cancellation  of  the  policy  was  the  cause  of  the 

loss  of  the  premium  paid,  seems  to  us  to  be  a  refinement  which 

leads  to  unjust  results.     The  fraud  of  the  defendant  was  the  cause 

both  of  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  cancellation.     If 

lie  bad  not  cancelled  the  policy  he  would  perhaps  not  have  lost  the 

premium  he  had  paid,  but  the  exercise  of  this  incidental  right  of 

cancellation  cannot  in  any  legal  sense  be  said  to  be  the  cause  of  his 

loss.      To   bold,  as  the  defendant  claims,  would  be  to  deprive  the 

plain tj£r  of  his  right  of  election  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant. 

We  are   therefore  of  opinion  that  the  instructions  given  at  the 
trial  were  sufficiently  favorable  to  the  defendant. 

Exception  overruled. 


Sawyer   v.  Davis. 

(laB  Mass.  889.) 
OansMfUianal  law — statute  aiUh(mzin{j  act  fnjoined  as  nuiMnce. 

The  ring^"g  of  mill-bells  at  a  certain  hour  having  been  enjoined  an  a  nais- 
mnce,  the  legislature  may  authorize  the  ringing  at  that  hour.* 


B 


ILiLi  of  review.   The  plaintiffs  were  restrained  by  a  decree  made 
October  1,  1881,  from  ringing  a  bell  on  their  mill  before  the 


♦  See  Darin  v.  Satn/e^r  (18:i  Mass.  289).  4;^  Am.  Rep.  r,n). 
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liour  of  SIX  and  one-half  o'clock  iu  the  morning ;  which  decree  was 
affirmed  September  7, 1882.  Mai-ch  28,  1883,  the  legislature  passed 
an  act,  which  took  effect  upon  its  pannage,  as  follows  :  '*  Manufactur- 
ers and  others  employing  workmen  are  authorized,  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  notice  to  such  employees,  to  ring  bells  and  use  whistles  and 
gongs  of  such  size  and  weight,  in  such  manner  and  at  sueli  houi-s 
as  the  board  of  aldermen  of  cities  and  the  selectmen  of  towns  may 
in  writing  designate."  April  18,  1883,  the  selectmen  of  Plymouth 
licensed  the  plaintiffs  to  ring  the  bell  on  their  mill  in  such  manner 
and  at  such  hours,  beginning  at  five  o'clock  in  the  morning,  as 
they  were  accustomed  to  do  prior  to  the  injunction.  The  bill 
prayed  that  the  injunction  might  be  dissolved,  or  the  decree  might 
be  so  modified  as  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  act  under  the  license 
without  violating  the  decree.  The  defendants  demurred  ;  case 
reserved. 

C,  O,  Davis,  for  defendants. 

/'.  D,  Allen,  for  plaintiffs. 

C).  Allek,  J.  Notiiing  is  better  established  than  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  make  what  are  called  police  regulations,  declar- 
ing in  what  manner  projL>erty  shall  be  used  and  enjoyed,  and  busi- 
ness carried  on,  with  a  view  to  the  good  order  and  benefit  of  tlu^ 
community,  even  although  they  may  to  some  extent  interfere  with 
the  full  enjoyment  of  private  property,  and  although  no  compensa- 
tion is  given  to  a  ]x?rson  so  inconvenienced.  Bancroft  v.  Cambridge, 
126  Mass.  438,  441.  In  most  instancies,  the  illustrations  of  the 
proper  exercise  of  this  power  are  found  in  rules  and  regulations  re- 
straining  the  use  of  property  by  the  owner,  in  such  a  manner  as  would 
cause  disturbance  and  injury  to  others.  But  the  privilege  of  con- 
tinuing in  the  passive  enjoyment  of  one's  own  j)roj)erty,  in  the  ssune 
manner  as  formerly,  is  subject  to  a  like  limitation  ;  and  with  tin* 
increase  of  population  in  a  neighborhood,  and  the  advance  and  tle- 
velopment  of  business,  the  quiet  and  seclusion  and  customary  en- 
joyment of  homes  are  necessarily  interfered  with,  until  it  biH-oines 
a  (piestion  how  the  right  which  each  person  has  of  prosecuting  his 
lawful  business  in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner  shall  be  mmle 
c(msistent  with  the  other  right  which  each  person  has  to  be  free 
from  unreasonable  disturbance  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  property. 
.}frrritiel(l  v.   Worcester,  110  Mass.   216,219;    s.   c,  14  Am.  Rt^p. 
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592.  In  this  condicfe  of  riglits,  i>olice  regulations  by  the  Icgisla- 
turo  find  a  proper  office  in  determining  how  far  and  under  what 
cireumstaiices  the  individual  must  yield  with  a  view  to  the  general 
gixnl.  For  example,  if  in  a  neighborhood  thickly  occupied  by 
dwelling-houses,  any  one,  for  his  own  enrertainnuMit  or  the  gratilU 
cation  of  a  whim,  were  to  cause  bells  to  be  rung  and  steain-whistl<\s 
to  }}€  blown  to  the  extent  that  is  usual  with  the  bells  an<l  steani- 
whistlej*  of  locomotive  engines  near  railroad  stations  in  large  cities, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  would  be  an  infringement  of  the 
rights  of  the  residents,  for  which  they  could  find  ample  remedy 
and  vindication  in  the  coui*ts.  But  if  the  legislature,  with  a  view 
to  the  safety  of  life,  provides  that  bells  shall  be  rung  and  whistles 
sounded,  under  those  circumstances,  persons  living  near  by  must 
necessarily  submit  to  some  annoyance  from  this  source,  which 
otherwise  they  would  have  a  right  to  be  relieved  from. 

It  is  ordinarily  a  proper  subject  for  legislative  discretion  to  de- 
termine by  general  rules  the  extent  to  which  those  who  are  en- 
gaged in  customary  and  lawful  and  necessary  occuj)ation8  shall  be 
required  or  allowed  to  give  signals  or  warnings  by  bells  or  whistles, 
or  otherwise,  with  a  view  either  to  the  i)ublic  safety,  as  in  the  case 
i»f  railroads,  or  to  the  necessary  or  convenient  operation  and  man- 
agement of  their  own  works  ;  and  ordinarily  such  determination  is 
binding  upon  the  courts,  as  well  as  upon  citizens  generally.  And 
when  the  legislature  directs  or  allows  that  to  be  done  which  would 
otherwise  be  a  nuisance,  it  will  be  valid  upon  the  ground  that  the 
legislature  is  ordinarily  the  proper  judge  of  what  the  public  good 
requires,  unless  carried  to  such  an  extent  that  it  can  fairly  be  said 
to  be  an  unwholesome  and  unreasonable  law.  Baiicroft  v.  Cam- 
bridge^  126  Mass.  441.  It  is  accordingly  held  in  many  cases 
and  is  now  a  well  established  rule  of  law,  at  least  in  this  Oommcm- 
woalth,  that  the  incidental  injur}'  which  results  to  the  owner  of 
property  situated  near  a  railroad,  caused  by  thi^  necessary  noise,  vi- 
bration, dust,  and  smoke  from  the  passing  trains,  which  wovdd 
clearly  amount  to  an  actionable  nuisance  if  the  operation  of  the 
railroad  were  not  authorized  by  the  legislature,  must,  if  the  run- 
ning of  the  trains  is  so  authorized,  be  borne  by  the  individual 
without  compensation  or  remedy  in  any  form.  The  legislative 
sanction  makes  the  business  lawful,  and  defines  what  must  be  ac- 
cepted as  a  reasonable  use  of  property  and  exercise  of  rights  on  the 
part  of  the  railroad  company,  subject  always  to  the  qualification 
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that  the  husiness  must  be  carried  on  without  negligence  or  un- 
necessary disturbance  of  the  rights  of  others.  And  the  same  rule 
extends  to  other  causes  of  annoyance  which  are  regulated  and 
sanctioned  by  law.  Presbrey  y.Old  Colony  £  Newport  Railway,  103 
Mass.  1,  6,  7;  Walker  v.  Old  Colony  i&  Newport  Railway,  id. 
10,  14  ;  s.  c,  4  Am.  Rep.  509;  Bancroft  v.  Cambridge,  120  Mass. 
441;  Call  v.  Allen,  1  Allen,  137  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Rum  ford  Cheim- 
cal  Works,  16  Gray,  231,  233  ;  Struthers  v.  Dufikirk,  Warren  df 
Pittsburgh  Railway,  87  Penn.  St.  282  ;  Hatch  v.  Vermont  Central 
Railroad,  28  Vt.l42, 147  ;  Brand  \.  Bammersmtth  £  City  Railway, 
L.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  130;  2  Q.  B.  223;  4  H.  U  171 ;  Vaughan  v.  Tajff 
Yale  Railway,  5  H.  &  N.  679,  685,  687 ,  Rexy.  Pease,  4  B.  k  Ad. 
30  ;  Sedgw,  St.  &  Const.  Law,  435,  436. 

The  recent  case  of  Baltimore  <&  Potomac  Railroad  v.  Fifth  Bap- 
tist Church,  108  U.  S.  317,  is  strongly  relied  on  by  the  defendants 
as  an  authority  in  their  favor.  There  jire  however  two  material 
and  decisive  grounds  of  distinction  between  that  case  and  this. 
There  the  railroad  company  had  only  a  general  legislative  authority 
to  construct  works  necessary  and  expedient  for  the  proper  com- 
pletion and  maintenance  of  its  railroad,  under  which  authority  it 
assumed  to  build  an  engine-house  and  machine-shop  close  by  an  ex- 
isting church,  and  it  was  held  that  it  waa  never  intended  to  grant 
a  license  to  select  that  particular  place  for  such  works,  to  the  nuis- 
ance of  the  church.  Moreover,  in  that  case,  the  disturbance  was 
so  great  as  not  only  to  render  the  church  uncomfortable,  but 
almost  unendurable  as  a  place  of  worship,  and  it  virtually  deprived 
the  owners  of  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  their  property.  We  do 
not  understand  that  it  was  intended  to  lay  down,  as  a  general  rule 
applicable  to  all  cases  of  comparatively  slight  though  real  annoy- 
ance, naturally  and  necessarily  resulting  in  a  greater  or  less  degree 
to  all  owners  of  property  in  tlio  neighborhood  from  a  use  of  prop- 
erty or  a  method  of  carrying  on  a  lawful  business  which  clearly  falls 
within  the  terms  and  spirit  of  a  legislative  sanction, that  such  sanction 
will  not  affect  the  claim  of  such  an  owner  to  relief ;  but  rather 
that  the  court  expressly  waived  the  expression  of  an  opinion  upon 
the  point. 

In  this  Commonwealth,  as  well  as  in  several  of  the  United  St^ites 
and  in  England,  the  cases  already  cited  show  that  the  question  is 
settled  by  authority,  and  we  remain  satisfied  with  the  reasons  upon 
which  the  doctrine  was  here  established.     Courts  are  compelled  to 
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recognize  the  distinction  between  snch  serious  disturbances  as 
existed  in  the  case  referred  to,  and  comparatively  slight  oncK 
which  differ  in  degree  only,  and  not  in  kind,  from  those  suffered 
by  others  in  the  same  vicinity.  Slight  infractions  of  the  natural 
rights  of  the  individual  may  be  sanctioned  by  the  legislature  under 
the  proper  exercise  of  the  police  power,  with  a  view  to  the  general 
good-  Grave  ones  will  fall  within  the  constitutional  limitation 
that  the  legislature  is  only  authorized  to  pass  reasonable  laws 
The  line  of  distinction  cannot  be  so  laid  down  as  to  furnish  a  rule 
for  the  settlement  of  all  cases  in  advance.  The  difficulty  of  marking 
the  boundaries  of  this  legislative  power,  or  of  prescribing  limits  to 
its  exercise,  was  declared  in  Oomvumwealth  v.  Algei%  7  Cush.  53, 
85,  and  is  universally  recognized.  Courts  however  must  determine 
the  rights  of  parties  in  particular  cases  as  they  arise;  always  recog- 
nizing that  the  ownership  of  property  does  not  of  itself  imply  the 
right  to  use  or  enjoy  it  in  every  possible  manner,  without  regard 
to  corresponding  rights  of  others  as  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
their  property;  and  also  that  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  which 
have  from  time  to  time  been  established,  declaring  or  limiting  such 
rights  of  use  and  enjoyment,  may  themselves  be  changed  as  occa- 
sion may  require.     Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  134. 

In  the  case  before  us,  looking  at  it  for  the  present  without  regard 
to  the  decree  of  this  court  in  the  former  case  between  these  par- 
ties, we  find  nothing  in  the  facts  set  forth  which  show  that  the 
statute  relied  on  as  authorizing  the  plaintiffs  to  ring  tlieir  bell  (Stat. 
1883,  ch.  84)  should  be  declared  unconstitutional.     It  is  virtually  a 
license  to  manufacturers,  and  others  employing  workmen,  to  carry  on 
their  business  in  a  method  deemed  by  the  legislature  to  be  convenient 
if  not  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  notice,  by  ringing  bells, 
and  nsing  whistles  and  gongs,  in  such  manner  and  at  such  times  as 
may  be  designated  in  writing  by  municipal  officers.     In  character, 
it  is  not  unlike  numerous  other  instances  to  be  found  in  our  statutes, 
where  the  legislature  has  itself  fixed,  or  has  authorized  municipal 
or  other  boards  or  officers  to  fix,  the  places,  times,  and  methods  in 
which  occupations  may  be  carried  on,  or  acts  done,  which  would 
naturally  be  attended  with  annoyance  to  individuals.     The  example 
of  bells  and  whistles  on  locomotive  engines  has  already  been  men- 
tioned      Keference  may  also  be  made  to  the  statutes  reguLiting  the 
use  of  stationary  steam  engines,  the  places  and  manner  of  miinu- 
fgcturing'    or    keeping  potrolouir?,   of   carrying  on  other  offensive 
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trades  ^nd  occupations,  of  storing  gunpowder,  and  of  establishing 
hospitals,  stables,  and  bowling-alleys. 

The  defendants  however  contend  that  a  different  question  arises 
in  tlie  present  case,  where  the  plaintiifs  rely  upon  a  legislative  sanc- 
tion given  to  acts  after  it  had  been  determined  by  this  court  that 
tlic  doing  of  them  was  attended  with  a  peculiar  injury  to  the 
defendants,  which  entitled  them  to  a  remedy  as  for  a  nuisance. 
There  cau  be  no  doubt  that  such  sanction  would  be  a  good  defense 
to  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance;  or  to  a  proceeding  instituted  by 
an  individual,  whose  only  grievance  was  that  he  had  sustained 
special  damage  in  consequence  of  being  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment 
of  some  public  riglit,  sucli  as  a  right  to  travel  upon  a  highway  or 
river.  His  i)ublic  right  nuiy  clearly  be  regulated  and  controlled  by 
the  legislature,  after  a  decision  by  the  court  sis  well  as  before. 
ConnnonweaUh  v.  Essex  Co,^  13  Gray,  239,  247.  But  the  argument 
is  urged  upon  us  with  gi-eat  force,  that  in  the  present  case  there 
had  been  a  judicial  determination  that  the  ringing  of  the  bell,  at 
the  hours  now  authorized  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  and  the 
designation  of  the  selectmen,  was  a  private  nuisance  to  the  defend- 
ants, not  growing  out  of  any  public  right,  and  that  the  statute 
ought  not,  as  a  matter  of  construction,  to  be  held  applicable  to 
this  case;  or  if  such  is  its  necessary  construction,  that  it  is  uncon- 
stitutional, jis  interfering  with  their  vested  rights. 

In  the  first  place,  we  can  have  no  doubt  that  the  statute  by 
its  just  construction  is  in  its  terms  applicable  to  the  present 
case.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  neither  a  general  authority 
nor  a  particular  license  is  to  be  so  construed  as  to  be  held  to 
sanction  what  was  not  intended  to  be  sanctioned.  A  geneml  author- 
ity is  not  necessarily  to  be  treated  as  a  particular  license  ;  Common- 
wealth  V.  Kidder,  107  Mass.  188 ;  and  iu  some  cases,  even  where  a 
])articular  license  or  authority  has  been  given,  as  to  keep  aii  inn, 
ule-iiouse  or  slaughter-house  in  a  particular  place,  which  is  specified, 
this  authority  has  not  been  deemed  to  sanction  the  keeping  of  it  in 
an  improper  manner.  Rexw  Cross,  2  C.  &  P.  483:  Commonwealth 
V.  McDonough,  13  Allen,  581,  584;  State  y,  Mullikin.  8  Bhickf.  260; 
United  States  v.  Elder,  4  Cr.  C.  C.  507.  And  ordinarily  a  statute 
which  authorizes  a  thing  to  be  done,  which  can  be  done  without 
creating  a  nuisance,  will  not  be  deemed  to  authorize  a  nuisance. 
In  such  case  it  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  it  wjis  contemplated  by  the 
legislature  that  what  was  so  authorized  would  have  the  nocessarv 
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effect  to  create  a  nuisance,  or  that  it  would  be  done  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  create  a  nuisance  ;  and  if  a  nuisance  is  created,  there  will 
in  such  cases  ordinarily  be  a  remedy  at  law  or  in  equity.  Emnes  v. 
Xew  England  Worsted  Co.,  11  Mete.  570  ;  Haskell  v.  New  Bedford, 
\m  Mass.  208,  215  ;  Oommonwealth  v.  Kidder,  107  id.  188.  But 
iui  the  other  hand,  the  authority  to  do  an  act  must  be  held  to  carry 
with  it  whatever  is  naturally  incidental  to  the  ordinary  and  reason- 
able performance  of  that  act.  When  the  legislature  authorized 
factory  bells  to  be  rung,  it  must  have  been  contemplated  that  they 
would  be  heard  in  the  neighborhood.  That  is  a  natural  and  inevita- 
nle  consequence.  The  legislature  must  be  deemed  to  have  deter- 
mined that  the  benefit  is  greater  than  the  injury  and  annoyance  ; 
and  to  have  intended  to  enact  that  the  public  must  submit  to  the 
disturbance,  for  the  sake  of  the  greater  advantage  that  would  result 
from  this  method  of  carrjring  on  the  business  of  manufacturing.  It 
must  be  considered  therefore  in  this  case,  that  a  legislative  sanc- 
tion has  been  given  to  the  very  act  which  this  court  found  to  create 
a  private  nuisance. 

It  IS  then  argued  that  the  legislature  cannot  legalize  a  nuisance, 
and  cannot  take  away  the  rights  of  the  defendants  as  they  have 
iK'cn  ascertained  and  declared  by  this  court ;  and  this  is  undoubt- 
tnlly  true,  so  far  as  such  rights  have  become  vested.     For  example, 
if  the  plaintiff  under  an  existing  rule  of  law  has  a  right  of  action  to 
recover  damages,  for  a  past  injury  suffered  by  him,  his  remedy  can- 
not be  cut  off  by  an  act  of  the  legislature.     So  also  if  in  a  suit  in 
equity  to  restrain  the  continuance  of  a  nuisance,  damages  have  been 
awarded  to  him,  or  costs  of  suit,  he  would  have  an  undoubted  right 
to  recover  them,  notwithstanding  the  statute.     But   on  the  other 
band,  the  legislature  may  define  what  in  the  future  shall  constitute 
a  nuisance,  such  as  will  entitle  a  person  injured  thereby  to  a  legal 
or  equitable  remedy,  and  may  change  the  existing  common-law  rule 
upon  the  subject.     It  may  declare,  for  the  future,  in  what  manner 
a  man  may  use  his  projierty  or  carry  on  a  lawful  business  without 
being  liable  to  an  Jiction  in  consequence  thereof  ;  that  is,  it  may 
deHnc  what  shall  be  a  lawful  and  reasonable  mode  of  conduct.  This 
le^slatire  power  is  not  wholly  beyond  the  control  of  the  courts, 
becansc  it  is  restrained  by  the  constitutional  i)rovision  limiting  it 
to  wholesome  and  reasonable  laws,  of  which  the  court  is  the  final 
judge  ;  but  within  this  limitation,  the  exercise  of  the  police  power 
oi  the  legislature  will  apply  to  all  within  the  scope  of  its  terms  and 
Vol.  XLIX— 5   " 
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spirit.  The  fact  that  the  rights  of  citizens,  as  previously  existing, 
»ire  changed,  is  a  result  which  always  happens ;  it  is  indeed  in  order 
to  change  those  rights  that  the  police  power  is  exercised.  So  far 
as  regards  the  rights  of  parties  accruing  after  the  date  of  tlio 
statute,  they  are  to  be  governed  by  the  statute  ;  their  rights  exist- 
ing prior  to  that  date  are  not  affected  by  it.  To  illustrate  tliis 
view,  let  it  be  supposed  that  the  case  between  the  present  parties  in 
its  original  stage  had  been  determined  in  favor  of  the  manufac- 
turers, under  which  decision  they  would  have  had  a  right  to  ring 
their  bell ;  and  that  afterward  a  statute  had  been  passed  providing 
that  manufacturers  should  not  ring  bells  except  at  such  hours  as 
might  be  approved  by  the  selectmen  ;  and  that  these  manufacturers 
had  then  proceeded  to  ring  their  bell  at  other  hours,  not  included 
in  such  approval.  It  certainly  could  not  be  said  that  they  had  a 
vested  right  to  do  so,  under  the  decision  of  the  court. 

The  injunction  which  was  awarded  by  the  court,  upon  the  facts 
which  appeared  at  the  hearing,  did  not  imply  a  vested  right  in  the 
present  defendants  to  have  it  continued  permanently.  Though  a 
final  determination  of  the  case  before  the  court,  and  though  bind- 
ing and  imperative  upon  the  present  plaintiffs,  and  enforceable 
against  them  by  all  the  powers  vested  in  a  court  of  equity,  yet  they 
were  at  liberty  at  any  time,  under  new  circumstances  making  it 
inequitable  for  it  to  bo  longer  continued,  to  apply  to  the  court  for 
a  review  of  the  case  and  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction.  In  respect 
to  such  a  state  of  facts,  an  injunction  can  never  be  said  to  be  final, 
in  the  sense  that  it  is  absolute  for  all  time.  Even  without  any  new 
legislation  affecting  the  rights  of  the  parties,  with  an  increase  of 
their  own  business  and  a  general  increase' of  manufacturing  and 
other  business  in  the  vicinity,  and  of  a  general  and  pervading 
change  in  the  character  of  the  neighborhood,  it  might  be  very 
unreasonable  to  continue  an  injunction  which  it  was  in  the  first 
instance  entirely  reasonable  and  proper  to  grant.  The  ears  of  the 
court  could  not  under  such  circumstances  be  absolutely  shut  to  an 
application  for  its  modification,  without  any  new  statute  declaring 
the  policy  of  the  Commonwealth  in  respect  to  any  branch  of  busi- 
ness or  employment.  But  a  declaration  by  the  legislature  that  in 
its  judgment  it  is  reasonable  and  necessary  for  certain  branches  of 
business  to  be  carried  on  in  particular  ways,  notwithstanding  the 
incidental  disturbance  and  annoyance  to  citizens,  is  certainly  a 
change  of  circumstances  which  is  entitled  to  the  highest  considera- 
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tioii  of  the  court ;  and  in  the  present  ease  we  cannot  doubt  that  it 
is  Bafficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  relief  from  the  operation  of 
the  injanction. 

rOmitting  a  consideration  of  procedure.] 

Demurrer  overruled. 


Cutler  v.  Ballou. 

(lao  Mms.  337.) 

Guaranty  —  cantinxUng. 

The  following  is  not  a  continning  guaranty  :  "  Please  deliver  to  H.  goods  as  he 
may  want  from  time  to  time,  not  exceeding  in  amount  $S00,  and  if  not  paid 
for  by  him  within  thirty  days  I  will  be  responsible  for  the  same."  ♦ 

i  CTION  on  guaranty.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

O.  A,  Harden,  for  defendant. 

/.  B.  Lord,  for  plaintiff. 

Morton,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  upon  a  written  guaranty, 
signed  by  the  defendant,  and  in  the  following  words  :  "  Boston, 
April  9, 1880.  A.  L.  Cutler  &  Co. —  Gentlemen  :  Please  deliver  to 
Charles  A.  Howland  goods  as  he  may  want  from  time  to  time,  not 
exceeding  in  amount  ($300)  three  hundred  dollars,  and  if  not  paid 
for  by  him  within  thirty  days  I  will  be  responsible  for  the  same." 

The  question  is  whether  this  is  a  continuing  guaranty,  or  a 
guaranty  which  was  exhausted  and  satisfied  by  the  first  purchase 
by  Howland  of  goods  to  the  amount  of  $300,  followed  by  payment 
for  the  same.  In  determining  this  question,  but  little  aid  can  be 
derived  from  the  decided  cases,  as  each  case  turns  upon  the  particu- 
lar language  of  the  guaranty  to  be  construed. 

By  the  natural  and  grammatical  construction  of  the  guaranty  in 
rbis  case,  the  limitation,  ''not  exceeding  in  amount  three  hundred 
dollars,*'  applies  to  the  goods  to  be  delivered,  and  cannot  fairly 
be  construed  merely  as  a  limitation  of  the  amount  for  which  the 
guarantor  wonld  be  responsible  at  any  time,  or  from  time  to  time. 
If  the  writing  signed  by  the  defendant  had  been  in  the  words, 
'*  S<-«»  M»rtfifu  V.  liowifer  (39  Ohio  St.  324).  48  Am.  Rep.  454. 
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**  Please  deliver  to  Charles  A.  Howland  goods  as  he  may  want  from 
time  to  time,  not  exceeding  in  amount  thriH)  hundred  dollars,  and 
charge  the  same  to  me,''  the  construction  would  be  clear.  It  would 
hardly  be  contended  that  the  i)laintiff  could  deliver  goods  to  a 
greater  amount  than  $300,  and  charge  them  to  the  defendant. 
Instead  of  authorizing  the  plaintiff  to  charge  the  goods  to  him,  the 
defendant  promises,  that  if  the  goods  "are  not  paid  for  by  him 
within  thirty  days,  I  will  be  responsible  for  the  same  ; ''  this  does  not 
enlarge  the  authority  to  deliver  goods  to  a  limited  amount  contained 
in  the  first  part  of  the  contract,  but  is  a  promise  to  be  respon- 
sible for  the  same  goods  which  the  plaintiff  is  authorized  to  deliver 
to  Howland.  The  words  **from  time  to  time,"  in  the  connection 
in  which  they  are  used  in  this  guaranty,  import  that  all  the  goods 
to  the  amount  of  $300  are  not  necessarily  to  be  delivered  at  one 
time  ;  but  they  do  not  enlarge  the  limit  fixed  in  the  contract  of 
the  goods  to  be  sold  and  of  the  credit  to  be  given  to  Howland. 

If  the  contract  of  the  defendant  had  been  that  he  would  be 
responsible  to  the  amount  of  $300  for  goods  to  be  delivered  from 
time  to  time  to  Howland,  it  would  have  been  a  continuing  guaranty, 
because  here  is  no  limitation  of  the  amount  of  goods  to  be  sold, 
or  of  the  credit  to  be  given  ;  but  the  limitation  is  merely  of  the 
amount  for  which  the  guarantor  will  be  at  any  time  responsible. 
Such  a  contract  imports  a  succession  of  dealings  in  t  he  future  with- 
out limit  as  to  amounts.  Of  this  character  are  the  cases  of  Bent 
V.  HartshorUy  1  Mete.  24;  Hatch  v.  Hobhs,  12  Gray,  447,  and  Melendy 
V.  Capen,  120  Mass.  222.  The  case  of  Boston  d-  Sandwich  Glass 
Co.  V.  Moore,  119  id.  435,  more  nearly  resembles  the  case  at 
bar,  though  it  so  far  differs  that  it  cannot  l>e  said  to  be  a  decisive 
authority  for  the  construction  of  this  guaranty. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  learned  justice  of 
the  8u[x?rior  Court  erred  in  ruling  that  the  contract  sued  on  is  a 
continuing  guaranty,  under  which  the  defendant  is  liable  **  beyond 
the  first  three  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  goods  delivered  by  the 
plaintiff  to  said  Howland." 

Exceptions  sustained. 
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tiae  Mass.  968.) 

Ifegligenee  —  etmtributory  —  HtandiTvg  on  bote  of  ferry-boat. 

U  is  not  necessarily  negligent  for  a  passenger  on  a  ferry-boat  to  stand  near  the 
b«jw  while  the  boat  is  landing.     {See  iiote,  p.  B9.) 

ACTION  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.     The  opinion  shows 
the  facts.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

B.  B.  Hagar,  for  defendant. 

F.  S.  Hesseltine  and  W,  U.  Hart,  for  plaintiff. 

Devens,  J.  That  tliere  was  evidence  tending  to  show  negligence 
in  the  arrangement  or  management  of  the  gates  on  the  boat  from 
which  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  was  occasioned  is  not  controverted 
by  the  defendant.  It  contends  that  the  i)laintiff  has  failed  to  show 
that  he  was  himself  in  the  exercise  of  due  care  ;  that  a  case  of 
contributory  negligence  is  thus  presented  which  should  prevent  liis 
recovery  ;  and  that  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  wjis  not 
justified  in  submitting  the  question  to  the  jury.  It  is  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  due  care  on  his  part  by  directly  affirma- 
tiTe  evidence  ;  the  inference  of  such  care  may  be  drawn  from  the 
absence  of  all  appearance  of  fault,  either  positive  or  negative,  on 
his  part  in  the  circumstances  under  which  the  injury  was  received. 
Mayo  V.  Boston  d  MaUie  Railroad^  104  Mass.  137. 

The  gates  were  originally  provided  with  locks  at  the  top,  which 
fastened  them  together,  and  were  further  provided  at  the  bottom 
with  a  bolt,  handle,  flange,  and  catch,  by  which  they  were  there 
firmly  secured.  At  the  time  of  the  accident,  the  locks  at  the  top 
had  been  removed,  and  the  catch  on  the  bottom  was  not  in  working 
order,  so  that  neither  would  operate  to  fasten  the  gates.  How  long 
they  had  been  in  tliis  condition  did  not  appear,  nor  did  it  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  wiis  aware  of  this  deficiency  in  their  fastening. 
He  had  seen  the  gates  work,  knew  how  they  worked,  and  that 
there  was  danger  if  a  man  got  against  them,  or  put  his  hand  upon 
them  when  they  were  being  raised. 

That  which  ap^iears  m  to  tlie  plaintiff's  conduct,  as  testified  to 
bv  himself,  does  not  sliow  a  want  of  due  cure  sucli  as  should  bar 
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his  recovery,  and  it  might  fairly  have  been  inferred  from  his 
description  that  lie  \vm  in  the  exercise*  of  it.  That  the  plaintiff 
was  desirous  to  be  among  the  first  to  leave  the  boat,  either  to  take 
the  horse-cars  or  for  any  other  purpose,  would  of  course  afford  no 
excuse  for  negligently  placing  himself  in  any  jmsition  of  danger. 
Jlo  came  out  of  the  cabin,  where  there  wjis  room  enough  to  stay, 
and  passed  into  the  front  rank  of  those  who  had  jissembled  in 
tlie  passage  leading  from  the  cabin  to  the  gates,  so  that  there 
wjivS  no  one  between  liimself  and  them.  He  was  desirous  of  get- 
ting as  near  the  gates  as  he  could  without  being  injured.  The 
guard-chain,  which  was  attached  to  a  post  twenty-five  and  one-half 
inches  from  the  gates,  and  intended  to  be  hooked  at  an  angle  to  a 
staple  on  the  outside  of  the  boat,  by  some  accident  was  down,  bu* 
the  plaintiff  stood  back  of  it  and  over  two  feet  from  the  gates. 
The  injury  occurred  by  the  lifting  of  the  gates,  apparently  by  some 
unauthorized  person,  no  servant  of  the  defendant  being  there  to 
operate  them,  and  the  sudden  movement  of  the  crowd  which 
pressed  the  plaintiff  against  them  while  they  were  thus  being  lifted. 
That  the  place  occupied  by  the  })laintiff  was  not  intended  for  pas- 
sengers, and  that  they  were  to  keep  themselves  confined  in  the 
cabins  until  the  arrival  of  the  boat,  could  not  have  been  ruled. 
That  the  spaces  between  the  cabins  and  the  end  of  such  boats, 
although  unprovided  with  seats  and  only  partially  covered  by  a 
roof,  are  often  occupied  by  passengers,  without  objection,  during 
the  transit  of  the  boat,  and  as  it  approaches  the  shore,  is  a  matter 
of  common  knowledge.  It  cannot  be  held,  Jis  matter  of  law,  that 
they  are  to  be  deemed  so  unsafe  that  one  standing  there  is  guilty 
of  a  want  of  due  care. 

It  was  indeed  held  in  ffickey  v.  Boston  (9  Lowell  Railroad,  14 
Allen,  429,  on  which  the  defendant  relies,  that  a  traveller  by  rail- 
road cannot  maintain  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  to 
recover  damages  for  a  personal  injury  sustained  by  him  in  conse- 
ipience  of  his  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  standing  upon  the  plat- 
form of  a  passenger  car  while  the  train  is  in  motion.  That  case  is 
limited  in  its  application  to  modes  of  transportation  such  as  were 
there  considered,  and  to  positions  clearly  not  intended  for  passen- 
ijjers  such  as  the  plaintiff  there  occupied.  Maguire  v.  Middlesex 
Railroad,  115  Mass.  239. 

Whether  the  situation,  arrangement  and  }»ermitted  use  of  the 
i)a8sageway,  jus  it  has  been  termed,  were  such  as   to  authorize  the 
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plaintiff  to  stand  therein  in  expectation  of  the  immediate  arrival 
of  the  boat,  and  whether,  when  there,  he  conducted  himself  with 
ordinary  care  and  prudence,  were  questions  to  be  decided  by  the 
jury.  Wheelock  v.  Boston  i&  Albany  Railroady  105  Mass.  203  ; 
Harden  v.  Boston,  Clinton  d'  Fitchhurgh  Railroady  121  id.  426  ; 
Worthen  v.  Orand  Trunk  Railway,  125  id.  99.  If  he  might  prop- 
erly stand  in  the  passageway  at  all,  the  fact  that  he  was  in  the 
front  rank  of  the  passengers  was  to  be  considered  in  connection 
with  the  distance  at  which  they  all  stood  from  the  gates.  It  would 
Ik*  impossible  to  say  that  because  he  was  in  this  position,  he  was 
therefore  legally  gtiilty  of  negligence. 

[Other  questions  omitted.] 

The  instructions  as  given  were  in  conformity  with  well-settled 
principles,  and  the  defendant  has  no  just  ground  of  exception  to 
the  refusal  to  rule  as  requested. 

Exceptions  overruled. 

Note  by  thk  Rbporter. —  To  same  effect,  Gannon  v.  Union  Ferry  Co., 
29  Hud,  631.  8ee  also  Hawks  v.  Winantt,  42  N.  Y.  Super.  451  ;  affirmed,  74 
N.  r.  609. 

In  Wjflde  V.  Northern  JR.  Go.  of  New  Jersey,  58  N.  Y.  156,  it  was  held  not  t^ 
lie  neigiigent  in  a  passenger  to  leave  his  seat  before  the  cars  came  to  a  stop  on 
tv^ching  his  destination.     The  court  said  :  **  There  is  no  ground  for  imputing 
negligence  to  the  plaintiff.     It  is  probable  that  if  he  had  retained  his  seat  the 
iojuiy  would  not  have  happened.     He  had  no  notice  of  danger,  and  had  a  right 
to  assume  that  the   train  would  be  stopped  in  the  usual  manner.     The  train 
iiad  reached  Its  destination,  and  the  plaintiff  left  his  seat  with  a  view  of  leav- 
ing the  car  as  soon  as  the  train  stopped.     He  did,  as  passengers  usually  do. 
and  what  the  oompaoy  must  have  known  they  were  accustomed  to  do,  and  the 
olaintifl  oould  not  have  supposed  that  the  act  was  inconsistent  with  safety. 
VirhoU  V.  Sixth  Ave.  Railroad,  38  N.  Y.  181  ;  WiUis  v.  Long  Island  Railroad, 
m  id.  670 ;  Gee  v.  Metropolitan  Railway  Co.,  L.  R.,  8  Q.  B.  161  ;  5  Sbg.  R. 
it;9  ;  L.  T.  Bep.  832.  ' 
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Snow  \.  Fitchburc;  Railroad  Compajnt. 

(186  Mass.  568.) 
Negligence  —  railroad  —  throwing  mail-bags. 

One  waiting  on  the  platform,  at  a  railroad  station,  for  a  train,  and  injured  by  a 
mail-bag  tbrown  from  a  train  passing  at  bigb  speed,  sucb  tbrowing  bein^ 
customary  and  well  known  to  tlie  company,  may  recover  of  tbe  company 
therefor.     {See  nMe,  p.  41.) 

ACTION  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.     The   head-note 
shows  the  facts.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

W.  S.  Stearns,  for  defendant. 

J.  li  Joalin  and  G,  A.  King,  for  plaintiff. 

CoLBURN,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  the  railroad  of 
the  defendant,  and  properly  on  the  platform  at  the  station,  waiting 
to  make  a  necessarj-  change  from  one  train  to  another.  There  is  no 
claim  that  she  was  in  an  improper  place,  or  in  any  way  wanting  in 
due  care.  The  plaintiff  sustaining  this  relation  to  the  defendant, 
and  being  in  this  place,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  exercise 
toward  her  such  care  and  diligence  as  could  reasonably  be  exercised 
to  protect  her  from  such  injuries  as  human  foresight  could  anticipate 
and  prevent. 

The  defendant  voluntarily  furnished  a  car  to  run  on  its  express 
train,  from  which  it  knew  that  mail-bags  were  to  be  thrown  at  the 
station  where  the  plaintiff  was,  when  the  train  was  under  full  speed. 
Obviously  unless  good  judgment  and  great  care  were  used  by  the 
mail-agent  in  throwing  out  the  bags,  which  had  the  momentum  of 
a  train  moving  at  the  rate  of  thirty  miles  an  hour,  or  forty-four 
feet  a  second,  danger  was  likely  to  result  to  passengers  on  the  plat- 
form of  the  station. 

There  was  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that  mail-bags 
had  not  unfrequently  been  thrown  from  this  car,  in  such  a  way  jw 
to  strike  upon  the  platform  where  the  plaintiff  stood  ;  and  if  this 
evidence  was  believed,  the  court  was  justified  in  inferring  that  the 
defendant  knew,  or  in  the  exercise  of  pro|>er  care,  ought  to  have 
known  this.     It  was  Avithin  the  power  of  the  defendant  to  prevent 
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this  practice  of  throwing  out  mail-bags,  if  in  no  other  way,  by 
withholding  the  use  of  the  car,  or  by  stopping  the  train  at  the 
station.  The  ease  presented  is  unlike  that  of  the  act  of  a  passenger, 
which  the  defendant  had  no  reason  to  anticipate  or  power  to  prevent. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  court  was  justified  in  refusing  to  rule, 
as  requested  by  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  recover.  Exceptions  overruled. 

Note  by  the  Repoktbr. —  In  Mvsier  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  By.  Co,,  Wisconsin 
Supreme  Court,  Nov.,  1884,  the  mail -bag  was  usuallj  thrown  from  the  train 
about  two  hundred  feet  west  of  the  depot,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  it 
had  ever  been  thrown  off  at  the  depot  prior  to  the  occasion  in  question.  Held, 
that  the  railroad  company  was  not  chargeable  with  notice  that  it  was  likely 
to  be  thrown  off  at  the  depot,  and  heuce  was  not  bound  to  guard,  by  notice 
or  otherwise,  against  an  injury  to  one  of  its  employees,  resulting  from  its 
iveing  thrown  off  there.  Also  that  the  running  of  a  mail  train  at  the  rate  of 
thirty  or  thirty-five  miles  per  hour  past  a  station  is  not,  of  itself,  unlawful  ; 
DOT  can  negligence  be  imputed  to  the  railroad  company  from  that  fact  alone, 
HO  as  to  make  it  liable  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the  throwing  of  a  nuiil- 
ba^  from  such  train.     The  court  said  : 

"  We  do  not  understand  counsel  as  claiming  that  the  railway  company  is 
liable  for  the  negligent  act  of  the  postal  employee,  if  it  is  otherwise  free  of 
nttgligence  contributing  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiff.  Such  a  claim,  if  made, 
could  not  be  sustained.  The  government  compels  the  company  to  carry  the 
mails,  and  designates  the  trains  upon  which  the  same  shall  be  carried.  It  pre- 
scribes the  kind  of  cars  which  shall  be  provided,  and  appoints  clerks  and 
a^nts  to  take  exclusive  charge  of  mails  on  the  trains,  and  to  receive  and  dis- 
charge the  same.  Such  clerks  and  agents  are  paid  by  the  government,  and  are 
answerable  only  to  the  government  for  the  manner  in  which  they  discharge 
their  duties.  The  railway  companies  upon  whose  trains  such  duties  are  per- 
formed have  no  control  whatever  over  them,  and  it  would  be  just  as  absurd 
to  bold  one  of  these  companies  responsible  for  the  negligent  acts  of  such  gov- 
Arnment  employees  which  it  had  no  means  of  preventing,  as  to  hold  the 
company  responsible  for  the  negligent  acts  of  passengers  on  their  trains  com- 
mitted under  like  circumstances.  We  conclude  that  the  mere  act  of  the  postal 
employee  in  throwing  off  the  mail-bag  at  the  depot,  conceding  it  to  have  been 
a  negligent  act,  was  not  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  railway  company. 

**  But  it  is  maintained  that  the  train  was  propelled  past  the  depot  where  the 
plaintiff  was  injured  at  an  unreasonable  rate  of  speed,  which  contributed  to 
the  injury,  and  hence  the  defendant  is  liable  for  such  injury,  although  not 
responsible  for  mail-bag  being  thrown  off  at  that  point.  It  is  probable  that 
but  for  the  momentum  of  the  train  the  accident  would  not  have  happened. 
Vet  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  from  this  that  the  defendant  is  liable 
therefor.  To  render  it  liable  some  negligent  or  unlawful  act  on  its  part 
must  be  shown.  It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  that  this  train 
passed  the  depot  at  such  great  speed  ;  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  mail- 
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ba^  might  be  thrown  off  there,  and  the  scaffold  on  which  he  was  at  work 
thrown  down  thereby,  the  railway  company  should  have  informed  him  of  the 
peril,  and  was  negligent  because  it  did  not.  This  point  is  not  well  takni. 
All  the  evidence  on  that  subject  is  to  the  effect  that  the  mail-bag  .vas  usually 
discharged  near  the  mail-catcher,  which  was  two  hundred  feet  west  of  the 
depot,  and  there  is  no  testimony  whatever  that  it  had  ever  before  been  thrown 
off  at  the  depot.  The  company  is  not  chargeable  with  notice  that  it  was  likely 
to  be  thrown  off  at  the  depot,  and  hence  was  not  required  to  guard,  by  notic-e 
or  otherwise,  against  an  accident  to  the  plaintiff  resulting  from  its  being  thrown 
off  there  on  the  occasion  in  question.  •  ♦  ♦ 

"  It  cannot  be  successfully  maintained  that  a  speed  of  thirty  or  thirty-five 
miles  per  hour  through  and  past  Greenfield  station  is,  of  itself,  an  unlawful 
rate  of  speed.  This  train  No.  3  was  the  fastest  train  on  that  line  of  railway. 
Doubtl^s  that  was  one  reason  why  the  department  required  the  railway  com- 
pany to  carry  the  mails  on  it.  It  is  within  the  common  knowledge  and  observa- 
tion of  men  in  general  that  fast  mail  and  express  trains  on  the  great  trunk  lines 
of  railway  throughout  the  country  are  habitually  and  usually  run  at  a  much 
higher  rate  of  speed  ;  yet  no  one  would  impute  negligence  to  the  railway  com- 
panies on  that  fact  alone.  To  render  such  rate  of  speed  unreasonable,  some 
other  circumstance  or  condition  must  be  shown  to  exist,  calling  for  a  reduction 
of  speed,  a  disregard  of  which  would  be  inconsistent  with  reasonable  care." 
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Shealy  v.  Edwards. 

(78  Ala.  176.) 
Sale  —  wf^en  title  passes. 

A  stock  of  g^oods,  old  and  new,  was  sold,  the  new  at  invoice  prices,  the  old  at 
prices  to  be  agreed  on  at  a  fixed  time,  the  purchaser  giving  his  notes  for  the 
fstimated  price  of  the  whole,  to  be  increased  or  diminished  according  to 
the  eventual  ag^reement  as  to  the  old  goods.  The  goods  were  delivertMl. 
Before  a.n^  agreement  as  to  the  price  of  the  old  goods  a  creditor  of  the  seller 
attacbed.  tbe  goods.     Held,  that  title  had  passed  and  the  creditor  got  no  lien. 

fflRKSPASS.      The  opinion  states  the  facts.     The  defendant  luul 
X       jurlgment  below. 

Heftin^  Botoden  A  Knox  and  Par80)is  i%  Parsons,  for  appellants. 

BTodford  &  Bishop,  contra. 

SoMBBViiiLiK,  J.  The  sole  question  presented  is  whether  the  alleged 
sale  made  bv  Terrell  &  Vincent  of  their  stock  of  merchandise  to  tjje 
appellants,  Shealy  &  Finn,  was  complete  at  the  time  the  defendant 
EdwHrd«,  as  sheriff  of  Talladega  county,  levied  the  attachment  in 
favor  of  HaiTlie,  which  occurred  on  December  12,  1881.  If  ho  the 
praportv  in  ^^^  goods  hml  at  this  tinit*  pa^stMl  to  the  vendees,  and 
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they  were  no  longer  liable  to  be  attached  under  legal  process  against 
the  vendors. 

The  principle  is  often  stated  to  be  that  **  if  any  thing  remains  to 
be  done  by  either  party  to  the  transaction,  before  delivery  —  as  for 
example  to  determine  the  price,  quantity  or  identity  of  the  thing 
sold  —  the  title  does  not  vest  in  the  purchaser,  but  the  contract  is 
merely  executory.     Allen  v.  Maury,  66  Ala.  10  ;   Chit.  Contr.  299. 

There  seems  to  be  no  objection  to  this  as  a  general  proposition, 
but  it  must  be  limited  to  those  cases  wliere  the  evidence  does  not 
show  an  intention  to  make  the  sale  absolute  and  complete  without 
any  regard  to  the  performance  of  these  usual  prerequisites,  at  least 
as  to  price  and  measurement.  'I'his  rule,  as  suggested  by  Shaw, 
C.  J.,  in  Sumner  v.  Hamlet ,  12  Pick.  76,82,  applies  only  to  ''cases  of 
constructive  delivery  and  constructive  possession  ;  and  the  rule  is 
resorted  to  only  for  the  purpose  of  determining  when  the  contract 
of  sale  is  so  far  complete  as  to  pass  the  property,  according  to  the 
intent  of  the  parties  in  the  contract."  We  take  the  true  rule  to  be 
as  now  established  that  if  the  goods  are  sufficiently  identified  a  com- 
plete sale  of  them  may  be  made  without  fixing  an  absolute  price,  if 
such  be  the  clear  intention  of  the  parties,  as  legally  evinced  by  the 
circumstances  attending  the  sale. 

This  would  seem  a  reasonable  rule  according  to  the  principles  of 
analogy  adopted  in  all  other  ciises.  In  the  construction  of  contracts 
generally,  it  is  a  first  and  pervading  principle  that  the  intention  of 
the  parties  must  govern,  unless  that  intention  contravenes  some 
established  principle  of  law.  The  same  rule  is  equally  dominant  in 
construing  wills.  The  primary  purpose  is  to  ascertain  the  intention 
of  the  testator.  We  deem  it  of  paramount  importance  in  construing 
contracts  of  sale  —  a  subject  which  is  still  involved  in  much  confu- 
sion, notwithstanding  the  vast  resources  of  learning  expended  upon  it 
by  the  jurists  and  law  writers  of  the  past  century.  This  confusion 
is  manifest  in  the  two  converse  propositions,  stated  by  Mr.  Parsons, 
each  of  which  is  obviously  true  :  **  If  the  property  passes,  then  it 
is  a  completed  sale,  and  if  a  completed  sale,  then  the  property 
passes."  I  Pars.  Cont.  440.  Hence  we  sometimes  have  the  un- 
satisfactory test  applied,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  goods  in  case  of 
loss  by  fire  would  be  at  the  risk  of  the  seller  or  buyer,  thus  present- 
ing, as  suggested  by  Mr.  Hilliard  in  his  work  on  Sales,  a  clear  in- 
stance of  the  logical  fallacy  of  a  mere  petitio  principii,  or  begging 
of  the  question.     Hilliard  Sales,  p.  55,  §  2. 
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The  same  writer  in  discussing  the  particular  subject  under  con- 
sideration —  that  of  intention  and  delivery  in  the  sale  of  personal 
property — states  the  general  doctrine  to  be,  that  **  where  any  thing 
remains  to  be  done  by  the  seller  of  goods,  as  between  him  and  the 
purchaser,  before  delivery,  the  latter  acquires  no  complete  present 
right  of  property  ;  at  least  without  an  affirmative  proof  of  an  intent 
that  he  shall  acquire  such  property."  "  The  rule,"  he  concludes, 
'•  te  held  to  apply  where  either  the  property  or  price  is  unsettled." 
HiUiard  Sales,  p.  190,  ch.  9,  §  1. 

Mr.  Addison,  in  his  work  on  Contracts  holds  the  same  doctrine. 
After  stating  the  general  rule,  as  to  the  necessity  of  fixing  the  price 
and  other  prerequisites  in  executory  sales,  he  observes  :  "  Moreover 
if  it  appears  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  parties  that  the  property  should  pass  to  the  buyer,  it  will  pass 
although  the  goods  have  still  to  be  weighed,  measured  or  tested,  pro- 
vided the  subject-matter  of  the  sale  is  ascertained  and  identified  ; 
and  there  may  be  a  complete  contract  so  as  to  pass  the  property  in 
the  goods,  although  the  price  has  not  been  definitely  agreed  on,  or 
although  the  goods  are  still  unfinished  or  unweighed."  He  cites 
numerous  cases  in  support  of  these  several  propositions. 

Mr.  Benjamin  asserts  it  to  be  an  unquestionable  rule  of  law,  that 

even  in  executory  contracts  of  sale,  where  no  price  is  fixed  for  the 

goods  sold,  the  vendor  is  entitled  to  recover  against  the  buyer  for 

not  accepting  the  goods.     Benj.  Sales,  §  85;  HoadUy  v.  McLaine,  10 

Bing.  482.     So  he  says  that  if  the  price  is  to  be  fixed  by  agreement 

of  appraisers  or  of  the  parties,  and  the  contract  is  in  other  respects 

executory,  there  is  no  sale  without  such  agreement.     "  But  if  the 

contract  has  been  executed  by  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  the  vendor 

would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  value  estimated  by  the  jury,  if  the 

purchaser  should  do  any  act  to  obstruct  or  render  impossible  the 

valuation."     Benj.  Sales,  §  87  ;  Clarice  v.  Wesirope,  18  C.  B.  765  ; 

Wittskowshy  v.  Waason,  71  N.  C.  456. 

In  Boswell  v.  OreeUj  1  Dutch.  390,  the  same  question  arose  and  was 
decided  in  accordance  with  these  views.    It  was  there  held  that  the 
property  to  the  goods  could  pass  although  they  had  not  been  meas- 
ured, or  the  aggregate  price  ascertained.    '^  Where  it  is  clear  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract,"  it  was  said  by  the  court,  "  that  the  parties 
intended  that  the  sale  should  be  complete  before  the  article  sold  is 
weighed  or  measured,  the  property  will  pass  before  this  is  done." 
The  case  of  Macomber  v.  Parker,  13  Pick.  175,  cited  by  appel- 
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lant's  counsel,  was  a  case  not  unlike  tlio  present  in  some  of  its 
most  important  features.  After  laying  down  the  general  principle 
as  stated  in  Allen  v.  Maury,  66  Ala.  10,  the  court  say  :  "  But 
where  the  goods  or  commodities  are  actually  delivered,  that  shows 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  complete  the  sale  by  delivery,  and 
the  weighing  or  measuring,  or  counting  afterward  would  not  be 
considered  as  any  part  of  the  contract,  but  would  be  taken  to  refer 
to  the  adjustment  of  the  final  settlement  as  to  the  price.  The  sale 
would  be  as  complete  as  a  sale  upon  credit  before  the  actual  pay- 
ment of  the  price." 

The  actual  delivery  of  the  goods  is  of  the  greatest  importance  as 
evincing  an  intention  to  pass  the  property  so  as  to  complete  the 
sale.  It  was  hel^  by  this  court  in  Morgan  v.  Smithy  29  Ala.  283, 
that  the  delivery  of  a  bill  of  sale  of  pereonal  property/?^  s$  trans- 
ferred the  property  in  the  absence  of  countervailing  circumstances, 
and  such  is  the  settled  doctrine.  Delivery  is  often  said  to  be  the 
])rimary  and  immediate  duty  of  a  vendor  after  the  contract  of  sale 
is  completed.  The  chief  purpose  is  generally  to  effect  a  transmu- 
tation of  property,  and  if  unaccompanied  by  explanation  the  pur- 
chaser generally  has  a  right  to  regard  it  a«  absolute.  Benj.  Sales, 
§674;  Upton  v.  Sturbridge  Mills.  Ill  Mass.  453.  If  there  Ik* 
accompanying  declamtions,  showing  an  intention  to  pass  the  prop- 
erty to  the  vendee  iy&  in  this  case  immediately  and  not  at  some 
future  time,  the  fact  of  delivery,  as  evidence  of  intention,  becomes 
manifestly  the  most  cogent  of  all  legal  proofs  where  the  good  faitli 
of  the  transaction  is  not  impugned  for  fraud. 

The  rule  as  to  price  in  executory  contracts  of  sale  is  generally 
said  to  be,  that  it  must  be  certain,  or  capable  of  being  made  cer- 
tain. Such  is  undoubtedly  the  settled  doctrine,  and  although  in 
iuch  case,  if  the  agreement  be  that  it  is  to  be  fixed  by  arbitration, 
the  sale  must  be  considered  void  if  the  arbitratoi*8  fail  to  agree,  a 
difFerent  ])rinciple  prevails  where  the  contract  of  sale  is  complete  and 
executed.  In  the  latter  class  of  contracts,  where  the  seller,  whether 
by  actual  delivery  or  other  like  unequivocal  act,  intentionally  passes 
the  property  in  specific  goods  to  the  purchaser  without  fixing  the 
}>rice,  the  law  leaves  the  price  to  be  adjusted  by  the  agreement  of 
the  parties,  or  if  they  fail  to  agi-ee,  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  If  such 
price  is  left  open  for  future  adjustment  by  consent,  the  property 
l)eing  delivered  with  the  expressed  intention  to  complete  the  sale, 
the  price  to  be  agreed  on  is  implied  to  be  one  that  is  fair  and  rea- 
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aonable,  and  this  is  always  the  rule  of  recovery  on  a  quantum 
mtruit^  or  quantum  valebaL  If  there  should  or  can  be  no  mutoal 
consent,  the  implication  follows  as  part  of  the  original  contract  of 
sale,  that  a  jury  will  adjust  it,  just  as  manifestly  as  in  every  day 
sales  and  delivery  of  goods  by  merchants  on  open  account,  where 
the  jirice  is  very  often  not  adjusted  for  months  afterward.  Benj. 
Sales,  §  87  ;  Valpy  v.  Gibson,  4  C.  B.  837 ;  Macamber  v.  Parker, 
13  Pick.  175. 

The  present  case  is  a  stronger  one  than  the  above  rules  would 
seem  to  require,  in  order  to  constitute  an  absolute  and  complete 
sale.  The  goods  were  actually  delivered  by  the  sellers  to  the  pur- 
chasers. The  delivery  was  accompanied  by  a  declaration  of  the 
sellers,  showing  an  intention  to  pass  the  property  to  the  purchasers. 
"  Now  the  goods  are  yours."  The  purchasers  took  possession  and 
exercised  domijiion  over  the  property  as  their  own,  continuing  the 
sale  of  the  goods  on  their  own  account  during  an  entire  day  before 
the  levy  of  the  writ  of  attachment.  The  notes  of  the  purchasers 
were  given  for  the  estimated  price  of  the  goo<is  whicli  aggregated  a 
fixed  sum,  $2,750.  It  is  true  that  ft  was  agreed  that  this  price 
.should  be  changed,  being  more  or  less  according  as  the  actual  valu- 
ation of  the  goods  might  be  fixed  by  the  contracting  parties  on  the 
Monday  following  the  transaction,  and  it  never  was  fixed  because 
of  the  intemij)tion  occasioned  by  the  levy  of  the  attachment.  We 
are  clear  in  the  view  that  these  facts  without  any  rebutting  cii-cum- 
stances  would  constitute  an  executed  contract  of  sale. 

There  is  evidence  in  the  record  which  tends  to  impugn  the  good 
faith  of  the  transaction,  but  the  question  of  fraud  is  not  raised  by 
any  ruling  of  the  court  or  assignment  of  error. 

The  mlings  of  the  court  excepted  to  were  not  in  accordance  with 
the  views  expressed  in  this  opinion,  and  the  judgment  must  there- 
fore be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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(78  Ala.  200.) 
Deed  —  conHdenUion  —  iUieit  intercourse. 

A  deed  executed  and  delivered  in  consideration  of  future  illicit  interoooise, 
tlie  grantees  being  In  possession,  vests  title.     {See  note,  p.  49.) 

P  JECTMENT.     The  opinion  shows  the  point. 

Heflin,  Bawden  S  Knox^  for  appeUants. 

O,  C.  Ellis  and  Bradford  ii'  Bislwp,  contra. 

SoMBBViLLK,  J.  We  understand  it  to  be  a  first^  principle,  not 
now  to  be  assailed  or  even  doubted,  that  where  a  contract,  based  on 
a  consideration  contrary  to  law,  immoral,  or  opposed  to  public  policy, 
has  been  fully  and  voluntarily  executed,  if  the  parties  are  i7i  pari 
delicto,  the  courts  will  not  interfere  to  disturb  the  acquired  rights 
of  either  at  the  instance  of  the  other.  The  result  is  the  same  as 
if  the  contract  had  originally  been  legal  and  valid,  and  neither  can 
recover  the  consideration  which  he  has  thus  voluntarily  parted  with. 
Bish.  Cont.,  §§  140,  432  ;  Morris  v.  Hall,  41  Ala.  510,  536  ;  Boyd 
V.  Barclay,  1  id.  34  ;  Black  v.  Oliver,  id.  449  ;  Jacobs  v.  Stoketty 
VI  Mich.  381 ;  Burt  v.  Place,  6  Cow.  431 ;  Liness  v.  Hesitig,  44  111. 
113  ;  1  Story  Cont.,  §  543  ;  1  Add.  Cont.,  §  303  ;  Williams  v.  Big- 
gins, 69  Ala.  517. 

It  is  of  coarse  settled  that  all  illegal  executory  contracts  are  void, 
jind  no  court  will  permit  its  aid  to  be  invoked  for  their  enforcement. 
Bish.  Oont,  §458;  1  Add.  Cont.,  §251  et  seq.j  Ware  y.  Jones, 
61  Ala.  288.  In  Shi ffner'w  Gordon,  12  East,  304,  Lord  Ellrn- 
BOROUOii  declared  it  to  be  a  settled  rule  that  ''when  a  contract 
which  is  illegal  remains  to  be  executed,  the  court  will  not  assist 
either  party  in  an  action  to  recover  for  the  non-execution  of  it." 

The  present  case  manifestly  falls  within  the  first  principle  above 
enunciated.  It  is  that  of  an  executed  contract  in  which  nothing 
remained  to  be  done  by  either  party.  Conceding  that  the  deed  from 
John  Hill  to  the  appellee  was  executed  in  consideration  that  one  of 
the  grantees  would  live  with  him  in  a  future  state  of  illicit  intercourse 
or  concubinage,  the  title  of  the  land  conyeyed  nevertheless  passed 
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to  the  grantees,  and  being  in  possession  under  their  deed,  they  cah- 
not  be  dispossessed  by  the  heirs  of  Hill,  who  can  have  no  greater 
claim  or  right  than  the  deceased  grantor  had.  It  is  plain  that 
such  a  contract,  if  unexecated,  could  not  be  enforced  in  any  court. 
Such  was  the  ruling  of  this  court  in  Walker  v.  Gfregort/,  36  Ala. 
180.  But  the  deed  being  executed  and  delivered,  and  the  grantees 
being  in  possession,  ejectment  will  not  then  lie  to  dispossess  them. 
The  maxim  applies,  in  pari  delicto  potior  est  conditio  possidentis. 

There  was  no  error  in  excluding  the  evidence  offered  by  appel- 
lants, as  the  illegality  of  the  consideration  upon  which  the  deed 
was  based  was  immaterial. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note  by  the  Reporter. —  In  Clark  v.  Colbert,  67  Ala.  92,  the  coart  said: 
"Tliere  can  be  no  question  that  the  composition  of  the  felony,  and  the  dismissal 
of  the  prosecation  for  a  valuable  consideration,  was  a  highly  penal  offense,  and 
that  all  who  aided  and  abetted  in  its  perpetration  were  participants  in  the  guilt. 
Any  executory  contract,  or  promise  based  on  such  consideration,  is  illegal,  and 
no  suit  can  be  maint^ned  for  its  enforcement.     Ex  turpi  causa,  non  oritur 
*tetio.     No  one  can  recover,  who,  to  establish  his  claim,  must  trace  his  right 
through  such  illegal  transaction.     This  is  common  knowledge.     Courts  can 
give  no  sanction  to  such  flagrant  violations  of  the  law.     Add.  Cont.,  §  258;  1 
Brick.  Dig.  881  ;  CoUtTis  v.  Blantern,  1  Smith.  Lead.  Cas.  [161]  and  Engli.sli 
notes  ;  Benjamin  Sales,  i^g  503-4.     The  present  ca.se  arises  however  not  on  an 
executory,  but  on  an  executed  contract.     The  plaintiffs  seek  to  regain  property 
which  they  conveyed  away  by  deed,  on  the  ground  that  the  consideration  wa.s 
illegal — a  violation  of  positive  law.      Walker  v.  Gregory,  36  Ala.  179,  was  a 
suit  to  recover  slaves  which  had  been  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  on  an  immoral 
consideration.     To  establish  her  cause  of  action,  she  was  forced  to  rely  on  th«* 
contract,  which  was  founded  on  such  illegal  consideration.     Tliis  court  held 
she  could  not  recover.     It  was  added,  that  if  she  had  been  in  possession  of  the 
slaves,  and  the  administrator  had  sought  to  recover  them  from  her  by  suit 
possibly  she  might  have  protected  herself  under  the  maxim,  potior  est  conditio 
possidentis.     Denton  v.  English,  2  Nott  &  McC.  581,  holds  that  an  executed 
contract,  founded  on  an  immoral  consideration,  is  binding  on  the  parties.     In 
Grc^  V.  Roberts,  2  A.  E.  Marsh.  208,  the  court  said :  '  If  both  parties  are  equally 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  law,  a  court  of  justice  cannot  interpose  its  aid  in  be- 
half of  either,  for  it  is  a  settled  rule,  that  in  pari  delicto  potior  est  conditup 
dtfendentis.*     S.  C,    12  Am.   Dec.   383.     In    Waite    v.    Merrill,    16  id.    238 
(4  Crreenl.  102),  it  was  held  that  money  paid  on  an  illegal  contract,  voluntarily, 
kDOwing'ly.  cannot  be  recovered  back.     The  case  of  Inhabitants  of  Warrenton 
V   Eaton,  11  Mass.  368,  is  not  distinguishable  from  this.     The  court,  Parkku, 
Q  j_    said;      '  If  then  the  composition  of  a  felony,  or  of  a  larceny,  is  an  illegal 
eoosideratioB  of  any  promise  or  obligation  for  money,  the  party  claiming  iin 
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der  sucli  instrument  cannot  enforce  it  in  a  court  of  justice;  noi,  can  the  other 
party,  if  he  has  paid  it,  recover  it  back  again.  There  must  then  he  a  dis^tinc- 
tion  between  a  conveyance  of  land,  and  money  paid  on  such  consideration,  or 
Betsy  Flagg  [the  grantorj  could  not,  on  this  ground,  avoid  her  deed  by  entry 
or  action,  so  as  to  convey  any  title  to  the  demandants.  Such  a  distinction  whu 
attempted  in  the  argument,  but  we  find  no  foundation  for  it.  A  deed  of  bar- 
gain and  sale,  signed,  sealed,  delivered,  acknowledged  and  recorded,  is  uu 
actual  transfer  of  the  land  to  the  grantee,  as  much  as  the  delivery  over  of  a 
sum  of  money,  or  of  a  personal  chattel,  is  a  transfer  of  those.'  In  Myern  v. 
Mfinraf/i,  101  Mass.  367  :  s.  t.,  8  Am.  Rep.  168,  it  was  said,  the  policy  of 
the  law  [»  to  leave  the  parties  in  all  such  cases  without  remedy  against  each 
other.'  In  1  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §  298,  is  the  following  language:  '  In  general 
(for  it  is  not  universally  true),  where  parties  are  concerned  in  illegal  agree- 
ments, or  other  transactions,  \yhether  they  are  rtiala  proliibila  or  nuUa  iuM, 
rourts  of  equity,  following  the  rule  of  law  as  to  participation  in  a  common 
rrime.  will  not  at  present  interpose  to  grant  any  relief;  acting  upon  the  known 
ntaxim.  '  iu  pan  delicto,  p<ttior  est  cotidUio  defendeiitU  et  possidefUU/  Pursu- 
ing this  subject  in  the  note,  it  is  said:  '  1  say  at  present,  for  there  has  been 
considerable  fluctuation  of  opinion,  both  in  courts  of  law  and  equity  on  this 
Mubjt?ct.  The  old  cases  often  gave  relief,  both  at  law  and  equity,  where  the 
\mrty  would  otherwise  derive  an  advantage  from  his  iniquity.  But  the  modern 
doctrine  has  adopted  a  more  severely  just,  and  probably  politic  and  moral 
rule,  which  is,  to  leave  the  parties  where  it  finds  them,  giving  no  relief  and 
no  countenance  to  claims  of  this  sort.*  In  the  leading  case  of  Collins  v.  Blan- 
tern,  published  in  1  Smith  Lead.  Cas.  [158].  is  this  strong  language:  'This  is 
a  contract  to  tempt  a  man  to  transgress  the  law,  to  do  that  which  is  injurious 
to  the  community  :  It  is  void  by  the  common  law  ;  and  the  reason  why  tlu- 
common  law  says  such  contracts  are  void,  is  for  the  public  good.  You  .shall 
not  stipulate  for  iniquity.  All  writers  upon  our  law  agree  in  this;  no  polluted 
hand  shall  touch  the  pure  fountains  of  justice.  Whenever  is  a  party  to  an  un- 
lawful contract,  if  he  hath  once  paid  the  money  stipulated  to  be  paid,  in  pur- 
suance thereof,  he  shall  not  have  the  help  of  a  court  to  fetch  it  Iwu'k 
again.  You  shall  not  have  a  right  of  action,  when  you  come  into  a  ctmrt 
of  justice  in  this  unclean  manner,  to  recover  it  back.  ProruL  O!  proctU, 
fntf  profani.'  .\nd  the  American  annotators.  after  reviewing  American 
decisions  bearing  on  the  question,  employ  this  language:  *  It  is  proper  to  say, 
in  taking  leave  of  this  brief  notice  of  an  important  and  difficult  subject,  that 
the  law  will  leave  all  who  share  in  the  guilt  of  an  illegal  or  immoral  transac- 
tion where  it  finds  them,  and  will  neither  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  the  cfintract 
while  exocutory,  nor  to  rescind  it  and  recover  Imck  the  consideration  when 
«»xecuted.'  We  adopt  this  language  as  our  own,  and  hold  that  under  the  facts 
shown  in  this  record,  plaintiffs  cannot  recover.      Black  v.  Oliver,  1  Ala.  449." 

See  Marhimry  v.  Taylor,  10  Bush,  519,  holding  that  an  executed  contract 
iMLsed  upon  illicit  sexual  commerce  cannot  be  set  aside  at  the  instance  of  the 
grantor  or  his  heirs  at-law,  who  cannot  occupy  in  court  a  better  position  than 
their  ancestor  through  whom  they  claim. 

In  Gimifw  XpraL  81  Peun.  St.  356,  a  man  seduced  a   female  and  induced 
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ber  io  submit  to  an  operation  for  abortiou.  resulting  in  lier  »enou8  sickness, 
and  saffering.  After  her  recovery  he  said  lie  would  buy  her  a  house  for  what 
she  liad  suffered  for  him.  She  contracted  f<ir  a  liouse.  he  gave  her  tlie  piir- 
rlitts»'-m  niey,  and  slie  paid  for  it  l)efore  and  at  the  time  the  deed  was  deliv- 
ennl  to  h»*r.  fleltl.  that  no  trust  resulted  to  him,  by  his  furnishing  the 
parcbaHe-moncy.  The  court  said:  "That  'an  immoral  consideration  will 
never  sapporta  ttontract.'  as  was  said  l)y  the  learned  judge  of  the  <'ourl  l>eh»w. 
in  that  portion  of  his  charge  <-ontain4Hl  in  the  sixth  speciHcation.  is  doubtless 
true  as  an  abstract  proposition.  But  it  has  no  application  to  this  case.  Tlu* 
defendant  is  not  .seeking  to  enfor«*e  such  a  contract.  The  contract.  S4i  far  ns 
one  existe<l,  has  been  fully  exwuiteil.  This  is  tin*  case  of  a  man  who  has 
wronged  a  woman,  who  has  made  her  a  com|MMisation  for  tliat  injury,  and  who 
now  .seeks  to  recover  it  battk.  In  this  the  law  will  not  help  him.  .\s  he  has 
anwn,  so  most  he  reap." 

To  the  same  effect,  AyenU  v.  Jeiikiin*.  L.  U..  \{\  Va\.  %Vy,  s.  c,  tf  Moak.  Eng. 
7.%.  where  SerBouxK.  L.  Ch..  said:     **  The  voluntary  gift  of  ]mrt  of  his  own 
pi*>perty  by  one  partic^'pn  eriminitt  to  another,  is  in  itself  neither  fraudulent  nor 
prv>hibrted  by  law;  and  the  present  is  not  the  case  of  a  man  repenting  of  an 
immoral  purpose  before  it  is  too  late,  and  seeking  to  nn-all,  while  its  object  is 
yt-t  unaccomplished,  a  gift  intended  as  a  bril>e  to  iniquity.     ♦     *     liord  Ei.im^n 
ankcfl  wliether  there  had  been  any  case  ujKm  the  distinction  l>etween  a  recom- 
p<*m**  for  iMLst.  and  a  provision  for  future  <*ohabitation.  *  where  the  court,  find- 
ing th«-  woman  in  a<'tual  possessicm  of  the  property,  has  up<m  that  ground  ha<l 
it  taken  out  of  ber  hand  If     The  distinction,  he  added,   *  upon  the  dfx*.trine  of 
prrmiutn  pudieUin*^  has  prevaile<l  in  tiie  case  of  restraining  her  from  enforcing 
a  necanty.      But  I  doubt  whether  there*  is  any  instance  of  taking  the  property 
oat  of  her  hands,  except  as  to  creditors.' " 


Seals  v.  Edmondsok. 

08  Ala.  S95.) 

CorUra4ii  —  impli*'d  —  nerrire^. 

The  oiroer  of  a  few  of  a  large  number  of  bales  of  cotton  stored  in  a  boming 
wmreboase,  having  saved  a  part  of  the  cott<m,  declaring  at  the  time  that  if 
he  coald  not  hold  it  under  the  law,  he  would  surrender  it  on  being  paid  for 
his  labor  and  expense  in  saving  and  l)aling  it.  and  the  warehouseman,  with 
kn€>wledg«  of  the  services  and  of  the  terms  (m  which  they  were  being 
rendered,  having  assented  thereto  or  acquiesced  therein,  held,  a  contract 
entltllnK  ^^'**  person  rendering  the  services,  the  cotton  not  being  identified  as 
hiH  own,  to  payment  for  liis  labor  and  expense,  and  to  its  possession  until  he 

paid-  ^^ 

See  WotfdH  v.  Aynn{^  Mich.  :Mr,).  :«  Am.  Rep.  396. 
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i  CTION  to  recover  cotton,     llie  head-note  shows  the  fiicts. 

Watts  di  Sons,  for  appellant. 
O.  L,  Comer,  contra. 

Stonb,  J.  This  is  a  statutory  action  for  the  recovery  of  chattels 
m  specie,  very  like  the  common-law  action  of  detinue.  On  all 
questions  material  to  be  here  inquired  into,  it  is  governed  by  the 
same  rules  as  those  which  obtain  in  the  action  of  detinue.  In  fact, 
it  is  the  common-law  detinue,  with  some  statutory  additions.  One 
controlling  principle,  in  this  form  of  action,  is  that  to  maintain  it, 
the  plaintiff  must  have,  as  against  the  defendant,  a  present,  un- 
qualified right  to  the  possession  of  the  chattel,  in  its  present  form. 
If  there  be  any  preliminary  act,  or  condition  precedent  to  be  per- 
formed, before  the  unqualified  right  Of  possession  attaches,  then 
detinue  cannot  be  maintained.     1  Brick.  Dig.  572,  §§  6,  8,  9. 

The  testimony  showing  the  circumstances  under  which  the  ap- 
pellant gathered  up  and  baled  the  waste  cotton,  left  by  the  fire,  iK 
neither  very  clear  nor  very  harmonious.  One  phase  of  the  testi- 
mony, at  least,  tends  to  show  that  appellee,  plaintiff  below,  wjw 
present  and  cognizant  of  the  services  being  rendered  by  appellant, 
in  saving  the  cotton  ;  that  appellant  stated  he  intended  to  hold  the 
cotton  for  himself,  if  he  could ;  and  if  he  could  not  hold  it  under 
the  law,  then  he  would  surrender  it  on  being  paid  for  his  labor, 
trouble  and  expense  in  saving  and  baling  it ;  that  appellant  and  the 
attorney  of  the  insurance  companies,  interested  in  the  saving  of  as 
much  as  nine-tenths  of  all  the  cotton  destroyed  by  the  fire  (some? 
700  bales),  agreed  to  these  terms  ;  that  both  appellant  and  the  said 
attorney  informed  plaintiff,  appellee  of  this  agreement,  and  that  he 
expressed  no  objection.  The  law  frequently  implies  contracts  from 
the  conduct  of  parties.  If  one  perform  useful  services  and  works 
for  another,  of  a  character  that  is  usually  charged  for,  with  the 
knowledge  of  that  other,  and  he  express  no  dissent,  or  if  he  avail 
himself  of  the  services,  then  the  law  implies  a  promise  to  pay  for 
such  services  what  they  are  reasonably  worth.  And  assent  is  some 
times  implied  from  silence.  When  the  conduct  of  the  parties  is 
ambiguous,  or  the  testimony  conflicting,  it  is  always  a  question  for 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  there  was  a  mutual  agreement 
or  understanding.     No  matter  what  of  dissent  plaintiff  may  have 
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first  expressed,  if  he  tinaUy,  while  the  work  was  progressing,  ac- 
quiesced in  appellant's  offer,  if  he  made  it,  that  if  he,  appellant, 
could  not  hold  the  cotton  under  the  law,  then  he  was  to  be  paid 
for  his  expense,  labor  and  services  incuiTed  and  employed  in  saving 
and  baling  the  cotton,  this  constitutes  a  contract.  On  the  other 
\iund,  if  appellee  objected  to  the  services  tendered  and  performed 
by  appellant,  and  did  not  afterward  expressly  or  impliedly  assent 
to  the  terms  proposed,  if  terms  were  proposed,  then  there  can  be  no 
proper  finding  that  there  was  a  contract  to  pay  appellant  for  his 
services  and  expenses.  No  man,  except  in  specially  exceptional 
cases,  can  be  made  another's  debtor  against  his  will.  This  is  a 
question  peculiarly  for  the  jnry,  under  the  rules  above  declared. 

If  the  jury  find  there  was  an  express  or  implied  agreement,  such 
as  is  referred  to  above,  then  plaintiff,  appellee,  did  not  have  a  present, 
unconditional  right  to  the  four  bales  of  cotton.  To  give  him  such 
right,  he  must  have  paid  or  tendered  to  the  appellant  the  value  of 
the  labor  and  expense  he  had  bestowed  in  and  about  saving  and 
lialing  the  cotton.  If  under  the  rules  above  there  was  no  agree- 
ment, express  or  implied,  to  pay  for  the  labor  and  expenses,  then 
no  payment  or  tender  was  necessary.  Appellant  could  not  force 
appellee  to  become  his  debtor.  If  the  jury  find  there  was  such 
agreement  to  pay,  express  or  impjied,  then  plaintiff  cannot  main- 
tain detinue  on  the  proof  in  this  record.  He  must  bring  some 
other  action,  or  show  payment  or  tender  before  action  brought  of 
appellant's  proper  charges. 

The  testimony  in  this  case  did  not  authorize  the  general  charge  on 
its  effect.      It  was  neither  veiy  clear,  nor  free  from  conflict.     The 
abjection  that  the  record  fails  to  show  the  court  was  requested,  in 
writing  to  give  this  charge,  is  without  merit.     We  presume  the  coui-t 
did  its  duty  and  obeyed  the  statute.     1  Brick.  Dig.  335,  §§  2,  3, 4,  5. 
The  plaintiff,  having  the  lawful  possession  of  the  cotton  as  ware- 
hont«eman,  had  such  a  qualified  right  to  it  as  that  in  the  absence  of 
other  facts  he  could  sue  and  recover  against  one  found  in  possession 
of   it,  and  not  showing  a  better  title.     The  fact  that   appellant 
owned  twelve  of  the  seven  hundred  and  fifty  bales  that  were  in  the 
warehouse  when  it  was  burned,  waste  cotton  enough  to  make  four- 
teen bales  only  being  saved,  did  not  of  itself  tend  to  prove  that  any 
part  of  the  four  bales  saved  by  him  contained  any  of  his  cotton. 
The  posflibiliticjs  are  too  remote,  and  the  chances  too  uncertain,  to 
be  made  the  basis  of  judicial  action.        Reversed  and  remanded. 
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Cr.i  Ala.  398.) 

('arrier  —  delivery  to  —  cuMoin  —  ruhtt. 

A  deposit  of  cotton  in  a  street  along  the  side  of  tlie  platform  of  a  railroail  d«*- 
j)ot,  or  in  the  railroad  cotton-yard,  for  Kliipment.  iu  pursuance  of  a  cu.su»m 
or  usage  adopted  or  sanctioned  by  the  depot  agent,  may  amount  to  adeliv(?ry 
U)  the  railroad  company,  although  no  receipt  is  given  hy  the  agent  to  the 
shipper,  and  such  usage  or  custom  is  contrary  to  the  established  regulations 
of  the  company,  known  to  the  shipper,  and  no  notice  thereof  is  tnu^ed  to 
the  superintendent  or  managing  agent  of   the  company.* 


A 


CTION  for  goods  intrusted  for  carriage.    The  head-note  shows 
the  point.     The  plaintiff  hml  judgment  below. 


Jolni  D,  Roqueinor€j  for  appellant. 

G,  L.  Comer,  contra. 

Stone,  J.  When  the  law  has  declared  certain  express  rules  for 
the  government  of  men,  or  when  persons  enter  into  express  stipu- 
lations, expressing  the  terms  on  which  they  enter  into  contracts,  it 
:s  a  reasonable  rule,  subject  only  to  a  few  exceptions,  that  neither 
custom  nor  usage  will  be  allowed  to  dispense  with  such  legal  require- 
ments ov  such  express  stipulations.  Barlow  v.  Lambert,  28  Ala. 
704.  *•  Where  by  local  custom  or  usage,  provincialisms  and  techni- 
calities of  science  and  commerce,  and  perhaps  some  others,  have 
acquired  a  known,  fixed  and  definite  meaning,  different  from  their 
ordinary  import ;  or  where  such  t^»chnicalities,  unexplained,  are 
susceptible  of  two  or  more  plain  and  reasonable  constructions,  it  is 
certainly  competent  to  prove  the  existence  of  such  custom,  as  a 
means  of  showing  the  sense  in  which  the  contracting  ])arties  intendeil 
to  be  n nderstood. "  Barlow  v.  Lambert y%^  Ala.  704.  See  also  the  many 
antliorities  referred  to  in  the  briefs  of  counsel.  Sj>eakingof  usage 
of  trade,  Mr.  Greenleaf,  Ev.,  vol.  2,  §  251,  says:  **  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  it  be  established,  known,  certain,  uniform,  reasonable,  and 
not  contrary  to  law.  *  *  *  'i'heir  true  office  is  to  interpret  the 
otherwise  indeterminate  intentions  of  parties,  and  to  aficertain  the 

*  S«H'  S^tnUt,  ftr.,  R.  Co.  v.   Wo^^  (71   Ala.  215).  4«  Am.  Rep.  309. 
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nature  and  extent  of  their  contnicts,  arising  not  from  express  stipu- 
lation, but  from  mere  implications  and  presumptions,  and  acts  of 
a  doubtful  and  equivocal  character  ;  and  to  fix  and  explain  the; 
meaning  of  words  and  expressions  of  doubtful  or  various  senses. 
On  this  principle,  the  usage  or  habit  of  trade  or  conduct  of  an  in- 
dividual, which  is  known  to  the  person  who  deals  with  him,  nuiy 
1x3  ^ven  in  evidence  to  prove  what  was  the  contract  between  them.*' 
This  latter  principle  may  be  illustrated  by  a  familiar  incident  in 
everj-day  life.  A  customer  is  in  the  habit  of  dealing  with  his 
luerehant,  and  having  his  purchases  sent  home,  and  his  bills  run 
fn»m  one  to  two  months  before  payment  is  demanded  or  expected  : 
and  this  too  at  cash  rates.  He  selects  a  given  article  of  merchan- 
dise, and  orders  a  given  number  of  yards  to  be  measured  oif.  In 
this  there  is  not  a  woi*d  said  about  price,  about  delivery,  or  about 
the  time  of  payment.  Yet  there  is  implied  in  these  few  simple 
and  indeterminate  words  and  acts,  that  the  goods  are  sold  at  their 
customary  cash  market  value,  that  they  will  be  delivered  at  the 
purchaser's  residence  without  undue  delay,  aiul  that  payment  will 
not  be  expected,  until  the  end  of  the  customary  indulgence.  S(>, 
in  Boon  v.  Steamboat  Belfasty  40  Ala.  184,  t|Uoting  from  Jutlge 
Stoky,  this  court  said  :  **  The  true  and  appropriate  office  of  a 
usage  or  custom  is,  to  interpret  the  otherwise  indeterminate  inten- 
tions of  [>arties,  and  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  extent  of  their 
contracts,  arising  not  from  express  stipulations,  but  from  mere  im- 
jdications  and  presumptions,  and  acts  of  a  doubtful  or  equivocal 
character.*' 

In  September,  1877,  Raoul,  superintendent  of  the  South  Western 
Kailroad  Company,  of  Georgia  —  which  company  was  also  operat- 
ing the  appellant  railroad  com]>any  —  issued  a  circular,  headed 
*•  Xotice  to  cotton  shippers  and  instructions  to  agents.''  This 
notice  or  circular  was  again  issued  at  the  opening  of  the  season  of 
1880-1881,  and  was  forwaixied  to,  and  received  by  the  agent  at 
Eufanla,  and  a  copy  was  furnished  to  the  ai)pellees,  Kolb  &  Hard- 
away.  Kolb  &  Hardaway  were  cotton  buyers  at  Eufaula,  did  a  con- 
siderable business,  and  made  many  shipments  of  cotton  by  the  ap- 
pellant railroad  company.  This  suit  was  brought  to  recover  the 
value  of  nine  bs^les  of  cotton,  alleged  to  have  been  delivered  to  the 
railrojid  company  at  Eufaula,  to  be  transported  to,  and  delivered  at 
Montgomery,  and  never  delivered.  The  case  turned  on  the  ifues- 
tion  of  delivery  to  the  railroad  company  at  Eufaula  :  for  it  is  not 
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pretended  the  railroad  company  forwarded  the  cotton,  of  delivered 
it  at  Montgomery.  In  fact  neither  the  railroad  company  nor  its 
agent  at  Eufaula  gave  any  receipt  for  the  cotton  alleged  to  have  been 
lost.     There  was  no  express  contract  fixing  the  terms. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  circular,  made  a  part  of  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  and  we  think  its  regulations  and  directions  are 
reasonable.  They  are  alike  beneficial  to  the  shipper  and  carrier. 
They  commend  themselves  by  their  wise  and  systematic  provisions, 
intended  to  secure  prompt  shipment,  to  prevent  confusion  of  goods, 
and  to  render  disputes  about  delivery  for  shipment  almost  impos- 
sible. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  those  regulations  were  conformed  to  in 
tiiis  case.  The  claim  is,  that  the  railroad  company  departed  from 
its  own  regulations, and  thus  established  a  usage  different  from  them, 
which  was  conformed  to  in  this  case.  The  bill  of  exceptions  recites 
that  *'  the  evidence  further  tended  to  show  that  shortly  after  the 
printed  *  notice  to  cotton  shippers  and  instructions  to  agents'  were 
issued,  they  were  disregarded  by  both  shippers  and  defendant's 
jigent  at  Eufaula,  and  that  it  became  a  general  custom  and  usage 
to  deliver  and  receive  cotton  at  the  depot  in  Eufaula  in  disregard 
of  such  printed  notice  and  instructions.  The  evidence  on  this 
.subject  was  very  conflicting,  the  agent  himself  testifying  that  he 
never  received  cotton  for  shipment  in  non-compliance  with  said 
instructions,  except  in  a  few  instances  made  necessaiy  by  what  he 
thought  an  exigency  and  as  a  matter  of  accommodation  to  the 
shipper."  In  another  place  the  bill  of  exceptions  states:  ''The 
proof  further  showed  that  some  of  the  cotton  brought  to  the 
cotton-yard  of  defendant  by  the  plaintiffs  for  delivery  to  the  defend- 
ant for  shipment  was  not  placed  by  plaintiffs  on  a  certain  plank 
platform  of  defendant's,  upon  which  defendant  required  all  cotton 
bales  to  be  placed  before  it  would  receive  and  receipt  for  them,  but 
was  placed  in  a  street  running  along  the  side  of  such  platform  ; 
but  testimony  was  introduced  by  said  plaintiffs,  going  to  show  that 
the  station  agent  did  take  cotton  bales  from  this  street  and  receipt 
for  them."  In  another  place  in  setting  out  testimony  it  is  said, 
"that  plaintiffs  frequently  and  persistently  violated  these  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  defendant  company  as  contained  in  such  *  notice 
to  cotton  shippers  and  instructions  to  agents,'  against  the  protest 
of  the  station  agent  at  Eufaula."  It  is  nowhere  shown  that  the 
station  agent  ever  did  refuse  to  receive  and   ship  cotton  that  was 
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delivered  for  sliipment,  because  not  delivered  in  conformity  witli 
the  printed  rules  and  regulations. 

It  is  contended  for  appellant  that  inasmuch  as  the  station  agent 
hud  podtiye  instructions  from  the  superintendent  not  to  receive  or 
receipt  for  cotton  to  be  shipped,  unless  delivered  in  jvccordauce 
with  the  printed  directions,  and  inasmuch  as  the  shippers  in  this 
case  had  notice  of  these  regulations  by  receiving  a  copy  thereof, 
then,  not  having  received  the  agent's  receipt  for  the  cotton,  they 
have  shown  no  legal  delivery  to  the  railroad  and  cannot  recover. 
Such  is  undoubtedly  the  law  if  the  testimony  stop^ied  liero. 
Against  this  it  is  replied  for  appellees,  that  the  railroad  company, 
through  its  agent  at  Eufaula,  has  permitted  a  usiige  to  grow  up 
which  disi)enses  with  the  regulations  prescribed  in  the  circular, 
and  constitutes  the  act  done  in  this  case  a  legal  delivery  to  the 
nulway  company.  To  this  it  is  rejoined  that  no  knowledge  of  such 
violation  of  the  regulations  is  ti*aced  to  Raoul,  the  8U])erintendeut, 
and  hence  the  railroad  company  is  not  bound  by  such  usage  if 
proven  to  have  been  established. 

We  think  this  is  too  narrow  a  view  of  the  (luestion.     Railroads 
usually  have  extended  lines,  and  along  those  lines  are  many  depots 
or  stations  at  which  the  business  of  receiving  and  delivering  freight 
is  carried  on.     The  trading  public,  as  a  rule,  have  no  access  to  the 
superintendent,  and  can  only  know  the  station  agents  with  whom 
they  have  dealings.      They  can  have  no  control  of  the  business 
regulations  of  the  railroad,  and  have  no  i)ONver  of  appointment  or 
removal.     Whatever  regulation,  custom  or  usage  such  station  agent 
adopts,  or  permits  to  be  adopted,  the  public  must  either  conform 
to  or  will  feel  itself  justified  in  conforming  to.     The  rules  observed 
by  shippers  in  their  general  transactions,  if  continuous  or  frequent, 
although  not  universal,  grow  into  a  usage  which  would  authorize 
others  to  treat  it  as  the  proper  rule  and  as  an  element  of  the  con- 
tract of  affreightment.     This  constitutes  the  very  spirit,  the  intent 
of  a   usage  of  trade.     It  supplies  by  implication  an   unexpressed 
fact    or  link  in  the  chain  of  facts,  which  go  to  make  \i\}  and  prove 
the  contract.      And  we  think  it  no  answer  to  this  that  no  testimony 
was  offered   of  this  violation  of  instructions  on  the  part  of  tlu; 
a^ent,  tending  to  trace  notice  of  it  to  the  superintendent.     It  was 
the  duty  of  the  corporation  to  keep  itself  informed  of  the  manner 
in  which  its  station  agents  conducted  their  agency,  their  habit,  or 
nsage  in  the   matter  of  receiving  and  delivering  freight ;  luul  we 
Vol..   XLIX  — 8 
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think  it  would  be  highly  detrimental  to  the  public  service  if  we 
were  to  permit  a  railroad  coi*poration  to  escape  responsibility  for 
tlie  consequences  of  a  usage  which  its  own  trusted  agents  had  per- 
mitted to  grow  up  and  bo  acted  upon.  Piedmont  £  Arlington  Ins, 
Co,  V.  Yoting,  58  Ala.  476;  8.  c,  29  Am.  Rep.  770.  There  way 
sutticient  testimony  to  justify  the  court  below  in  submitting  to  the 
jury  the  inquiry  whether  or  not  there  was  a  usage  at  the  Eufnul.i 
depot  of  tlie  defendant  railroad  company  to  dis^wnse  with  the  regu- 
hitions  prescribed  in  the  superintendent's  circular.  Jt  will  be 
remembered  there  Wiis  testimony  tending  to  show  there  had  been  a 
frequent  if  not  general  disregard  of  those  regulations  commeueing 
soon  after  they  were  issued,  a  period  of  more  than  three  years 
befure  the  loss  complained  of  in  this  case.  That  is  certainly  a  suf- 
tieient  time  to  establish  a  usage  of  trade.  True,  the  testimony 
wjis  in  conflict  as  to  the  frequency  and  extent  of  the  violation. 
The  question,  which  phase  of  the  evidence  was  the  true  one,  was 
for  the  jury. 

As  wc  have  said,  the  question  in  this  case  is,  wati  there,  or  was 
there  not  a  delivery  of  the  cotton  to  the  railroad.  In  Hutchinson 
on  Carriers,  §  90,  is  this  language:  *^ While  it  is  the  undoubted 
general  nile  that  the  delivery,  to  bind  the  carrier,  must  be  made 
either  to  him  or  to  some  one  with  authority  from  him  or  who  may 
be  rightly  presumed  to  have  such  authority,  it  is  not  to  be  under- 
stood that  it  is  not  subject  to  such  conventional  arningements 
between  the  parties  jvs  they  may  choose  to  make  in  regard  to  the 
mode  of  delivery,  or  that  it  may  not  be  varied  by  usage  or  by  a 
l)articular  course  of  dealing  between  them.  *  *  *  jf  therefore 
the  parties  agree  that  the  goods  may  be  deposited  for  tmnsportat ion 
at  any  particular  place,  and  without  any  express  notice  to  the  car- 
rier, such  deposit  will  be  a  sufficient  delivery ;  and  proof  of  a  con- 
stant and  habitual  j^nxctice  and  usage  of  the  carrier  to  receive  the 
goods  when  they  are  deposited  for  himinaparticular  place,  without 
special  notice  of  such  deposit,  is  sufficient  to  show  a  public  offer 
by  the  carrier  to  receive  goods  in  that  mode,  and  to  constitute  an 
agreement  between  the  parties  by  which  the  goods,  when  so  deposi- 
ted, shall  be  considered  as  delivered  to  him  without  any  further 
n()ti(?e.  Such  a  pmctice  and  usage  are  tantamount  to  an  open  dec- 
laration, a  public  advertisement  by  the  carrier,  that  such  a  delivery 
should  of  itself  be  deemed  an  acceptance  by  him  ;  and  to  ])crmit 
him  to  set  up,  as^ainst  (liose  who  \vm{  been  thereby  induced  to  onut 
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it,  the  want  of  the  formality  of  an  express  notice  which  had  been 
thus  waived,  would  be  sanctiouing  injustice  and  fraud."     Now  it 
seems  to  us  this  is  a  clear  statement  of  the  principle  and  the  ground 
oil  which  it  rests.     See  also  Hutch.  Carr.,  §  91. 
[Minor  matters  omitted.] 

Affirmed, 


M 


Warwick  v.  State. 

(78  Ala.  486.) 

Orindnal  law  —  appeal  by  e«cuped  prisoner. 

The  appeal  of  an  escape<l  prisoner  will  be  dismissed.* 

OTION  to  dismiss  appeal.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 


//.  (\   Tompkins,  attorney-general,  for  motion. 
Waltx  £  Sons,  contra. 

JSoMEBViLLB,  J,  In  November,  1883,  the  defendant  was  con- 
victed of  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  for  which  he  Wiis 
sentenced  to  the  penitentiary  for  life.  The  present  appeal  is  prose- 
cuted from  this  judgment,  and  since  the  filing  of  the  transcript  it  is 
made  to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  the  accused 
has  unlawfully  escaped  from  the  custody  of  his  jailer,  and  is  now 
a  fugitive  from  justice.  The  motion  is  made  by  the  attorney- 
general,  on  behalf  of  the  State,  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  unless  tlu^ 
defendant  submit  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  by  return- 
ing to  custody,  by  the  next  ensuing  term. 

The  court  is  unanimous  in  opinion  that  the  motion  is  one  emi- 
nently fit  to  be  granted.  This  is  u])on  a  principle  which  is  one  of 
almost  universal  cognizance,  that  a  writ  of  error,  or  appeal,  will 
not  be  heard  in  criminal  cases,  when  the  party  suing  it  out  htis  es- 
caped from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Whart.  Cr.  PI.  &  Pr. 
(Sthed.),  §  774  a. 

This  rule  of  procedure  is  so  manifestly  reasonable  in  its  require- 
ments as  scarcely  to  need  argument  for  the  vindication  of  either  its 
*  To  same  effect,  Sargtnl  v.  ^'Stat*',  96  Ind.  08. 
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wisdom  or  its  justice.  A  prisoner  who  is  iu  the  custody  of  the  law, 
and  is  under  its  sentence,  brings  himself  in  an  attitude  of  contempt, 
when  he  unlawfully  escapes  from  such  custody  and  defies  the  au- 
thority of  both  the  court  and  of  the  law.  By  breaking  loose  from  his 
jailer  and  fleeing  from  the  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  unreasonable  that 
ho  should  be  adjudged  to  have  waived,  at  least  for  tlie  time  being, 
liis  right  to  be  heard,  either  by  hims(»lf  or  his  counsel.  There  is  no 
rule  of  law  which  requires  of  courts  that  they  should  go  through 
the  empty  and  useless  form  of  doing  a  nugatory  thing.  It  would  Ik> 
a  legal  mockery  to  sentence  one  to  be  hanged  who  had  fled  the  Stiitv 
and  was  beyond  the  seas.  This  is  not  upon  the  theory  that  the 
personal  appearance  of  the  accused  in  the  appellate  court  is  nec- 
essary to  confer  jurisdiction  —  a  rule  of  the  common  law  whicli 
does  not  prevail  either  in  this,  or  perhaps  in  any  of  the  other 
American  States.  Arch.  Cr.  PI.  &  Pr.  (Pomeroy)  622,  note.  It 
mther  grows  out  of  the  fact  that  the  necessary  bjisis  of  all  crimiiuil 
proceedings  is  the  condition  precedent,  that  the  accused  must  bi^ 
in  the  custody  and  under  the  control  of  the  court,  either  actual  or 
constructive,  before  such  tribunals  of  justice  will  undertake  to  sit 
in  judgment  u])on  questions  involving  his  life  or  liberty.  It  is  re- 
pugnant to  every  just  conception  of  judicial  proceedings,  in  tlie 
decent  and  orderly  administnition  of  justice,  that  the  accused  should 
occupy  an  attitude  enabling  him  to  accept  or  reject  the  judgment 
of  a  court,  jwjcording  as  it  may  coincide  or  conflict  with  the  selfish 
promptings  of  his  own  option.  Such  a  practice  would  be  fraught 
with  much  of  the  evil  resulting  from  the  iniquitous  conception  of 
permitting  a  criminal  to  sit  jis  judge  in  his  own  case. 

In  SmUJi  V.  United  States,  94  XJ.  S.  97,  it  was  very  recently  held 
to  be  clearly  within  the  discretion  of  the  appellate  court  to  refuse 
to  hear  a  criminal  cause  in  error,  when  the  convicted  party  had  es- 
caped. It  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Waite,  speaking  for  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court:  **  If  we  affirm  the  judgment,  he  is 
not  likely  to  appear  tosiibmit  to  his  sentence.  If  we  reverse  it,  and 
order  a  new  trial,  he  will  appear  or  not,  as  he  may  consider  most 
for  his  interest.  Under  such  circumstances  we  are  not  inclined  to 
hear  and  decide  what  may  prove  only  to  be  a  moot  case." 

The  same  view  is  taken  in  McGowan  v.  People,  104  III.  100;  vS. 
c,  44  Am.  Rep.  87,  where  it  was  held  to  be  the  better  practice, 
that  'Mhc  cause  shall  not  proceed  to  a  hearing  when  the  persons 
to  be  atfected  are  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  answer 
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ite  judgment,  but  are  in  tlie  attitude  of  fugitives  from  justice/' 
While  the  personal  presence  of  the  accused  in  the  a]>pel]ate  court 
was  deemed  entirely  unnecessary,  it  was  declared  that  *M*t  would 
be  idle  for  the  court  to  proceed  to  determine  the  question  presented, 
when  the  possibility  of  enforcing  whatever  judgment  it  might  \no' 
nounce  must  depend  upon  the  option  of  the  fugitives  to  return  into 
custody,  or  upon  the  remote  chances  of  their  ultimate  recapture  by 
the  officers  of  the  law." 

In  People  v.  Oe^iet,  59  N.  Y.  80 ;  s.  c,  17  Am.  Rc4>.  315,  where 
the  accused,  after  being  convicted  of  a  felony,  made  his  escape,  the 
New  York  Court  of  Appeals  declined  to  liear  an  application  for  a 
mandamus  to  compel  the  sealing  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  taken  by 
hira.  The  reason  given  was,  that  a  prisoner  cannot  be  permitted 
t<>  take  any  action,  or  to  be  heard  in  a  criminal  proceeding,  after  his 
e:«eape  from  custody,  so  long  as  he  remains  at  large.  This  ruling 
was  not  based  on  any  statutory  regulation,  but  was  held  to  be  a 
general  rule  of  our  criminal  jurisprudence.  **  The  whole  theory 
of  criminal  proceedmgs,"  says  the  court,  **  is  based  upon  the  idea 
of  the  defendant  being  in  the  ]>ower  and  under  the  control  of  the 
court  in  person."  It  was  added  that,  "  in  criminal  cases  there  is 
no  equivalent  to  the  technical  appearance  by  attorney  of  a  defend- 
ant in  civil  cases,  except  the  being  in  actual  or  constructive 
custody. " 

In  iSicUe  v.  Uonners,  20  W.  Ya.  1,*  a  like  conclusion  was  reached 
after  a  general  review  of  the  authorities  on  this  subject ;  the  court 
announcing  it  to  be  clear,  both  upon  principle  and  authority  that 
the  motion   made  by  the  attorney-general  to  dismiss   the  cause 
should  be  sustained.     It  was  said  that  the  court  ought  not  to  do  a 
nugatory  act  by  hearing  the  appeal,  inasmuch  as  the  appellant 
could  not  be  compelled  to  submit  to  the  decision  in  the  event  of  its 
being  adverse  to  him.     *'  He  might  thus  be  enabled,  say  the  court, 
**  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice  entirely,  for  he  may  be  able  to  kee]> 
bejond  the  reach  of  the  officers,  until  by  death  or  removal  of  wit- 
nesses, or  other  causes  his  conviction  upon  a  second  trial  would  be 
Hindered   improbable,  if   not  impossible.     As   he   has   chosen   to 
undertake  to  relieve  himself  by  flight  in  contempt  of  the  authority 
of  the  court  and  of  the  laws,  he  cannot  also  invoke  the  aid  of  this 

court." 

In    OoffimonweaUh  v.  Andrews,  07  Mass.  543,  it  was  adjudged 

*  See  note,  44  Am.  Kep.  88. 
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that  an  escaped  convict  had  no  right  to  have  his  exceptions  heard 
in  the  appellate  court ;  that  by  voluntarily  withdrawing  himself 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  by  flight,  he  had  waived  his  con- 
stitutional right  to  be  heard,  either  by  himself  or  counsel,  a  hear- 
ing of  the  cause  under  such  circumstances  availing  nothing. 

There  are  like  rulings  of  numerous  other  courts  of  high  author- 
ity, holding  to  the  doctrine  that  an  escaped  prisoner  who  has  kvu 
convicted  of  crime,  shall  not  be  permitted  to  prosecute  au  apiK^al 
to  reverse  the  judgment  of  conviction,  or  be  heard  for  any  purpose 
until  he  re-submits  himself  to  the  custody  of  the  law  and  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Wilson  v.  Com,,  10  Bush,  626  ;  s.  c.^  19 
Am.  Eep.  76;  Slierman  v.  Com.,  14  Gratt.  677;  Leftwich  v.  Com., 
20  id.  716 ;  Amn.,  31  Me.  692  ;  State  v.  Rippon,  2  Bay,  99 ; 
State  V.  Wittiams,  32  La.  Ann.  335  ;  s.  c,  36  Am.  Rep.  272 ; 
People  V.  Redinger,  65  CaL  290  ;  s.  c,  36  Am.  Rep.  32  ;  State  v. 
Sites,  20  W.  Va.  13. 

The  rule  recognized  in  all  the  foregoing  cases  is  to  grant  the 
motion  to  dismiss  on  affidavits,  showing  the  fact  of  the  prisoner's 
escape,  without  previous  notice  to  the  appellant  or  counsel.  This 
is  manifestly  a  rule  of  necessity,  and  one  as  to  which  no  objection 
can  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  fugitive  whose  conduct  has  rendered  it 
imperative  upon  the  court. 

The  case  of  Parsons  v.  State,  22  Ala.  50,  is  opposed  to  these 
views  and  must  on  this  point  be  overruled.  The  case  is  obviously 
an  anomaly  in  criminal  jurisprudence,  and  was  not  well  considei-ed, 
being  entirely  unsupported  by  authority.  It  is  clearly  a  miscon 
ception  of  this  ruling  to  suppose  that  it  can  properly  be  regaixled, 
as  a  construction  of  our  statutes,  which  do  not  undertake  to 
regulate  the  subject  under  discussion.  No  liarm  can  possibly  result 
by  a  departure  from  it,  as  nothing  is  involved  in  it  but  a  rule  of 
criminal  proceeding.  It  cannot  be  tolerated  any  more  than  suj>- 
posed  that  convicts  have  delibemtely  broken  jail  upon  the  faith  of 
any  such  infallible  rule  of  procedure. 

It  is  accordingly  ordered  that  the  motion  to  dismiss  this  cause  be 
granted,  unless  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  on  the  regular  call  of  the 
docket  of  the  fourth  division,  at  the  next  ensuing  term  of  this 
court,  that  the  appellant  has  submitted  himself  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court  by  returning  to  the  custody  of  the  proper  officer  of 
the  law. 

So  ordered. 
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(73  Ala.  60a) 

EoBtradiUon  —  conHruetiw  flight. 

A  person  arrested  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  on  a  warrant  issued  by  the  gov- 
ernor of  Alabama,  in  pursuance  of  a  requisition  by  the  governor  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, based  on  an  indictment  found  in  that  State,  for  false  pretenses,  may 
show,  on  habeas  corpus,  that  he  was  not  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  at  the 
time  the  offense  is  alleged  to  hayo  been  committed,  and  has  never  been  there 
since  ;  that  the  goods  in  question  were  obtained  by  purchase  from  an  agent 
of  the  prosecutor  in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  whom  the  false  representa- 
tions, if  any,  were  made ;  and  that  he  has  never  fled  from  the  State  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  was  therefore  not  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

APPLICATION  to  set  aside  a  discharge  on  habeas  corpus.    The 
opinion  states  the  case. 

Rice  &  Wiley,  for  petitioner. 

W.  L.  Bruggy  R,  M,  Williamson  and  J.  N.  Arringtoriy  contra. 

SoXEBViLLE,  J.     The  purpose  of   the  present  application  is  to 

vacate  the  action  of  the  Probate  judge,  discharging  one  Alexander 

Mohr  from  alleged  illegal  custody,  on  his  petition  for  tlie  writ  of 

habeas  corpus.    The  return  to  the  writ  showed  that  the  petitioner 

was  held  in  the  custody  of  the  relator,  Frederick  Centner,  as  agent 

of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  under  a  warrant  of  arrest  issued  by 

anthority  of  the  Governor  of  Alabama,  pursuant  to  a  requisition 

from  the  Governor  of  the  former  State,  demanding  his  extradition 

as  a  fugitive  from  justice.     The  crime  charged  is  that  of  obtaining 

goods  by  false  pretenses.    The  Probate  judge  permitted  evidence  to 

be  introduced,  showing  that  the  prisoner  was  not  in  the  State  of 

Pennsylvania  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  oflfense, 

and  had  never  been  there  since  ;  that  the  goods  were  obtained  by 

purchase  from  an  agent  of  tlic  prosecutor  in  the  State  of  New  York, 

to  whom  the  false  representations,  if  any,  were  made,  and  that  the 

petitioner  had  never  fled  from   the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  was 

not  a  fugitive  from  justice.     It  is  claimed  that  the  State  courts 

have  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  and  if  so,  that  the  Probate  judge 

had  no   jurisdiction  to  go  behind  the  warrant  of  the  executive,  tu 

investigate  the   question  as  to  whctlier  or  not  the  prisoner  was  in 
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fact  a  fugitive  from  justice  ;  and  that  the  proceedings  before  him 
were  coram  non  judice  and  void. 

The  questions  thus  raised  for  our  consideration  involve  a  con- 
struction of  the  clause  in  the  Federal  Constitution  relating  to  the 
extradition  of  fugitive  criminals  between  the  several  States,  and  of 
the  law  of  Congress  euacted  for  the  purpose  of  its  enforcement. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  provides,  that  "a  pei-son 
charged  in  any  State  witli  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  who 
shall  flee  from  justice,  and  be  found  in  another  State,  shall  on 
demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled, 
be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  State  liaving  jurisdiction  of 
the  crime."     Art.  IV,  §  "i. 

The  act  of  Congress  designed  to  carry  this  constitutional  pro- 
vision into  effect  was  passed  in  the  year  1793,  and  is  found  substan- 
tially embraced  in  section  5278  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States.  It  provides  that  "  whenever  the  executive  authority  of  any 
State  or  Territory  demands  any  person,  as  a  fugitive  from  justice, 
of  the  executive  authority  of  any  State  or  Territory  to  which  such 
person  has  fled,  and  produces  a  copy  of  an  indictment  found,  or  an 
atiidavit  made  before  a  magistrate  of  any  State  or  Territory,  charg- 
ing the  person  demanded  with  having  committed  treason,  felony, 
or  other  crime,  certified  as  authentic  by  the  governor,  or  chief 
magistrate  of  the  State  or  Territory  from  whence  the  person  so 
charged  has  fled,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executive  authority  of 
the  State  or  Territory  to  which  such  person  has  fled,  to  cause  him 
to  be  arrested  and  secured,"  and  to  be  delivered  uj)  to  the  "agent " 
of  the  demanding  State  or  Territory.     Rev,  Stat.  U.  S.,  §  5278. 

The  general  assemblv  has  seen  fit  to  enact  statutes  in  this  State 
which  arc  designed  to  be  in  aid  of  this  congressional  legislation, 
and  impovse  the  duty  of  extradition  upon  the  governor  in  all  cases 
falling  within  the  purview  of  the  Federal  Constitution.  Code, 
1876,  §§  3077-3990.  It  is  needless  that  we  should  refer  to  these  in 
detail. 

[Omitting  the  question  of  jurisdiction.] 

AVe  encounter  more  difficulty  in  the  solution  of  the  other  question 
liresented.  Is  it  permissible  to  show  that  the  case  is  not  one  coming 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  act  of  Congress,  be- 
cause tlM)  party  charged  is  not  a  fugitive  from  justice,  having  com- 
mitted the  alleged  offense,  if  at  all,  only  constructively  while  outside 
of  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  demanding  State  ?    Or  are  the 
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papers  in  the  case,  in  connection  with  the  warrant  of  arrest  issaed 
by  the  governor  of  this  State,  to  be  regarded  jia  importing  absolute 
verity  in  this  particular,  so  as  to  be  incapable  of  contradiction? 

The  statute  provides,  that  if  the  return  to  the  writ  of  Jiabeas  corpus 
rthows  that  the  petitioner  is  **in  custody  for  any  public  offense, 
(committed  in  any  other  State  or  Territory,  for  whicli,  by  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  he  should  be  delivered  u]) 
to  the  authority  of  such  State  or  Territory,"  he  should  be  remanded. 
Code  of  1876,  §  4957.  This  is  perhaps  merely  declaratory  of 
what  the  law  would  require  in  the  absence  of  the  statute.  The 
power  claimed  by  the  prisoner  is  the  right  to  show  that  his  case  is 
one  ontside  of  tlie  class  intended  to  be  covered  by  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  authorities  are  not  in  harmony  tis  to  what  questions  can  be 
reviewed  by  fuibeas  corptis  in  cases  of  extradition.     It  seems  very 
(certain  that  there  is  no  power  to  go  behind  the  indictment  or  affi- 
davit, with  the  view  of  investigating  the  question  of  the  prisoner's 
guilt  or  innocence.    In  re  Clark,  9  Wend.  212.     He  cannot  be  put 
ujM>n  trial  for  the  crime  with  which  he  is  charged,  nor  can  any  in- 
qiiir)-  be  made  into  either  the  merits  of  his  defense,  or  mere  formal 
defects  in  the  charge.     These  inquiries  are  reserved  for  the  courts 
of  the  demanding  State,  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense.    People 
V.  Brady y  56  N.  Y.  182 ;  Robinson  v.  Fla/iders,  29  Ind.  10.     Con- 
gress has  seen  fit  to  adopt  special  legislation  regulating  this  phase 
of  the  evidence  in  the  case.     The  act  of  1793  makes  conclusive  the 
production  of  a  copy  of  the  indictment  found,  or  an  affidavit  made 
before  a  magistrate  of  the  demanding  Stiite,  **  charging  the  person 
demanded  with  having  committed  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime," 
certified  as  authentic  by  the  governor  of  such  State.  U.  S.  Rev. 
Stats.,  §  6278.     These  papei*8,  if  in  due  form,  are  made  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  when  assailed  on  habeas  corpus. 
It  may  be  considered  therefore  as  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  courts, 
that  a  prima  facie  case  is  made,  when  the  return  to  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  shows  :  (1)  A  demand  or  requisition  for  the  prisoner 
made  by  the  executive  of  another  State,  from   which  he  is  alleged 
to  have  fled  ;  (2)  a  copy  of  the  indictment  found,  or  affidavit  made 
J>efore  a  naagistrate,  charging  the  alleged   fugitive  with  the  com- 
mission of  the  crime,  certified  as  authentic  by  the  executive  of  the 
State   making  the  demand  ;  (3)  the  warrant  of  the  governor  au- 
thorizing the  arrest.    Where  these  facts  are  made  to  appear  by  papers 
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regular  on.  their  face,  there  is  a  weight  of  authority  holding  that 
the  prisoner  is  prima  facie  under  legal  restraint.  Spear  Extrad. 
208-303  ;  Maiter  of  Clark,  9  Wend.  212  ;  State  v.  Schlemn,  4  Ear- 
ring. 577  ;  Tn  re  Hooper,  62  Wis.  699  ;  People  v.  Brady y  56  N.  Y. 
182  ;  Bump  Notes  of  Const.  Dec.  295-297 ;  Johnston  v.  Itilei/, 
13  Ga.  97. 

Many  of  the  cases  hold  that  the  warrant  of  the  governor,  recit- 
ing these  jurisdictional  facts,  is  itself  prima  facie  sufficient  to  show 
that  all  the  necessary  prerequisites  have  been  complied  with  prior  to 
its  issue  by  him,  although  as  to  this  proposition  there  is  a  conflict  of 
opinion.  Davis'  case,  122  Mass.  324  ;  Kingsbury's  cjise,  106  id. 
223  ;  Robinson  v.  Flanders,  29  Ind.  10 ;  Hartman  v.  Aveline,  63 
id.  344.  Which  of  these  is  the  correct  view,  we  need  not  decide, 
as  all  the  proper  papers  in  due  form  are  set  out  in  the  return  made 
to  the  writ  by  the  respondent,  Gentner,  who  is  the  relator  in  thih 
proceeding. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  extradition  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion has  reference  only  to  a  specified  class,  and  not  to  all  criminals. 
Its  language  is,  a  person  charged  with  any  crime  *'  who  shall  floe 
from  justice  and  be  found  in  another  State."  Art.  IV,  §  2.  Thi' 
act  of  Congress  is  more  emphatic,  if  possible,  in  describing  such 
person  as  an  actual  fugitive,  characterizing  him  as  one  who  **  has 
fled,^'  and  the  State  in  which  he  is  found  as  the  State  to  which  he 
*^has  fled."  U.  S.  Rev.  Stats.,  §  5278.  It  may  be  considered  cleur 
therefore  without  any  conflict  of  authority,  tliat  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  Congress  do  not  i)rovido  for  the  exti-adition  of  any 
persons  except  those  who  may  have  fled  from  or  left  the  demanding 
State  as  fugitives  from  the  justice  of  that  State.  Whart.  Cr.  PI. 
(8th  ed.)  31,  and  cases  cited  ;  Spear  Extrad.  273,  310-316.  "The 
offense,"  says  Mr.  Cooley,  '*  must  have  been  actnally  committed 
within  the  State  making  the  demand,  and  the  accused  must  have 
fled  therefrom."     Cooley  Const.  Lim.  (5th  ed.)  *16,  note  1. 

There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  what  must  be  the  exact 
nature  of  this  flight  on  the  part  of  the  criminal,  but  the  better  view 
perhaps  is  that  any  person  is  a  fugitive  within  the  purview  of  the 
Constitution,  "  who  goes  into  a  State,  commits  a  crime,  and  then 
returns  home."  Kingsbury's  case,  106  Mass.  223  ;  Hurd.  Hab. 
Corp.*606.  In  the  case  of  Voorhees,  3  N.  J.  L.,  141,  he  was  charac- 
terized as  one  **  who  commits  a  crime  in  a  State,  and  withdraws 
himself  from  such  jurisdiction."     This  point  however  we  need  not 
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decide,  as  it  is  shown  that  the  prisoner,  Mohr,  has  never  boon  into 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  demanding  State  since  the  com  mission  of 
the  alleged  crime.  He  cannot  therefore  he  Siiid  to  be  a  fugitive 
from  the  justice  of  that  State. 

It  is  clear  to  our  mind  that  crimes,  which  are  not  mtually,  but 
are  only  constructively  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  tiie 
demanding  SUite,  do  not  fall  within  tin?  cla*«.s  of  c;uses  intended  t(» 
be  embraced  by  the  Constitution  or  act  of  Congress.  Such  ait  least 
is  the  rule  unless  the  criminal  afterwaixi  goes  into  such  State  and 
departs  from  it,  thus  subjecting  himself  to  the  sovereignty  of  its 
jurisdiction.  The  reason  is,  not  that  the  jurisdiction  to  try  tlie 
crime  is  lacking,  but  that  no  one  can  in  any  sense  he  alleged  to 
have  "  fled  "  from  a  State,  in  the  domain  of  whose  territorial  juris- 
diction he  has  never  been  corporally  })resent  since  the  commission 
of  the  crime.  And  only  this  class  of  persons  are  embraced  within 
either  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  the  purpose  of  which 
was  to  make  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals  a  matter  of  duty 
instead  of  mere  comity  between  the  States.  The  language  of  the 
Constitution  and  the  law  of  Congress  are  entirely  free  from  ambiguity 
on  this  point,  being  too  obvious  to  admit  of  judicial  construction  : 
and  the  authorities  are  uniform  in  adoption  of  this  view  as  to  its 
manifest  meaning.  Whart.  Cr.  PI.  (8th  ed.),  §  31;  Spear  Extnid.. 
309-316 ;  Voorheet^  case,  3  N.  J.  L.  147;  Kingsbury^ s  case,  lOG  Mtiss. 
223  :  Bx  parte  Smith,  3  McLean,  121 ;  Wilcox  v.  Mlze,  34  Ohio  St. 
:i20. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  it  wjis  never  intended  by  Congress  in  their 
enactmeut  of  the  law  of  1793,  that  the  finding  of  the  governor  of  a 
State  that  one  is  a  fugitive  from  justice  should  be  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  fact,  incapable  of  contradiction  by  facts  showing  the  contrary. 
It  is  an  important  feature  of  the  law,  throwing  some  light  upon  its 
proper  construction,  that  while  it  expressly  prescribes  the  mode  by 
which  evidence  of  the  crime  charged  shall  be  authenticated,  it  no- 
where prescribes  how  the  fact  that  he  is  a  fugitive  from  justice 
shall  be  established.  There  seems  to  us  to  have  been  a  good  and  sutfi- 
eicut  reason  for  this  distinction.     Xothing  was  more  proper  than  the 
policy  of  precluding  the  fugitive  from  disputing  the  certified  records 
from    the   courts   of  a  sister   State,  in  view  of  the  constitutional 
requirement  that  *'  full  faith  and  credit "  shall  be  given  in  each 
State  to  *'  the  records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other  State" 
CV»nst.  U.  S.,  art .  IV,  g  1.     But  no  such  rejison  applies  to  the  impli- 
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cation  of  the  defendant's  being  a  fugitive  because  he  is  found  in 
anotlier  State  than  the  one  in  wliose  (courts  the  charge  is  pendin*^. 
It  inay  be  asserted  that  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  governor  to 
investigate  this  fact  before  he  issued  tiie  warrant  so  as  to  satisfy 
himself  of  its  truth.  Perhaps  this  is  the  correct  view,  but  this  duty 
must  in  its  very  nature  be  discretionary.  In  practice  the  fact  of 
the  criminal's  flight  is  usually  shown  by  affidavit,  but  this  cannot 
be  regarded  as  conclusive  upon  any  principle  known  to  us,  in  the 
absence  of  statutory  regulation  so  declaring  the  law.  The  better 
view  seems  to  us  to  be,  tliat  one  of  the  purposes  of  pretermitting 
express  congressional  legislation  on  this  point  was  to  refer  the 
matter  to  executive  determination,  subject  to  review  by  habeas  corpus 
in  the  courts  in  all  proper  cases.  The  papers  being  regular,  the 
governor  has  a  right  to  snppose  that  a  prima  facie  case  exists  for  a 
wairrant,  and  the  safer  practice  would  seem  to  be  that  the  accused 
should  be  remitted  to  tlie  courts  to  establish  matters  of  defense 
aliunde  the  record.     Especially  is  this  true  in  doubtful  cases. 

As  we  have  said,  the  grounds  of  imprisonment  in  this  class  of 
cjkses  are  constantly  reviewed  by  habeas  corpus  in  the  State  courts. 
Whart.  Cr.  PL,  §  35.  It  is  just  as  material  to  show  that  the  prisoner 
does  not  come  within  the  law,  on  the  ground  that  he  has  never  fled 
from  the  demanding  State,  as  on  the  ground  that  he  is  not  the 
identical  person  intended  to  be  indicted,  or  that  there  is  no  authen- 
ticated copy  of  tiie  indictment  or  other  charge  against  him.  All 
of  these  facts  must  concur  before  the  law  authorizes  the  requisition 
to  be  made  or  the  waiTant  of  arrest  to  issue.  They  are  jurisdictional 
facts,  in  the  absence  of  which  the  prisoner  is  excluded  from  the 
operation  and  influence  of  the  law,  and  no  extradition  can  be  con- 
stitutionally authorized  by  congressional  legislation.  Whart.  Cr.  PI. 
(8th  ed.),  §§  31,  34-35.' 

This  view  is  supported  by  the  best  considered  ciises,  and  parol 
evidence  has  been  often  admitted  by  the  courts  in  proceedings  by 
habeas  corpus,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  warrant  of  the 
governor  was  improvidently  issued  under  the  mistaken  belief  that 
the  prisoner  was  a  fugitive. 

The  case  of  Wilcox  v.  N^ohe,  34  Ohio  St.  5:iO,  decided  in  the 
year  1878,  was  a  case  of  this  kind  :  The  prisoner  had  been  indicted 
in  the  courts  of  New  York  for  obtaining  goods  by  false  jiretenses. 
The  governor  of  that  State  sent  a  reqnisition  to  the  governor 
of  Ohio,  demanding  the  prisoner's  extradition  as  a  fugitive  from 
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justice,  under  the  act  of  Congress  providing  for  such  cases,  the 
pajiers  all  being  regukr  in  form.  The  prisoner  was  allowed  upon 
habeas  corpus  to  review  the  governor's  finding,  that  he  was  a  fugitive 
from  justice.  Parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  the  crime 
had  been  only  constructively  committed  and  that  he  had  never  been 
in  the  demanding  State,  and  could  not  therefore  have  fled  from  it. 
The  court  said  :  **  Whether  or  not  the  accused  committed  the  acts 
complained  of  while  actually  present  in  the  demanding  State,  is 
jurisdictional  ;  and  it  is  clearly  competent  in  such  case  to  show  by 
parol  evidence  a  defect  in  the  executive  power,  however  regular  the 
extradition  papers  may  be  in  matters  of  form. " 

In  Hartman  v.  Aveline,  63  Ind.  344,  s.  c,  30  Am.  Rep.  217,  the 
accused  had  been  arrested  under  a  warrant  issued  by  the  gov- 
ernor of  Indiana,  on  a  requisition  from  the  governor  of  the  State  of 
Illinois,  charging  him  with  the  crime  of  obtaining  goods  by  false  pre- 
tenses in  the  latter  State,  to  the  custody  of  whose  agent  he  had  been 
delivered  on  demand.  Upon  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  being  sued 
out,  it  was  shown  that  the  accused  was  not  in  tlic  State  of  Illinois 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  tlie  offense,  but  in  the  State  of 
Indiana,  where  he  resided,  and  that  lie  had  not  fled  from  the  fornur 
State.  It  was  objected  that  the  State  courts  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
go  behind  the  warrant  of  arrest  issued  by  tlie  governor,  but  tlie 
court  held  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  or  the  laws  of  Congress,  which  precluded  the  inquiry.  It 
was  said  that  the  mere  recitals  in  an  executive  requisition,  in  the 
absence  of  an  affidavit,  showing  an  actual  fleeing  from  justice,  did 
not  authorize  the  issue  of  the  warrant. 

The  same  view  was  taken  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  in  Jo?ies 
v.  Leonard,  50  Iowa,  106;  s.  c,  32  Am.  Rej).  116,  a  comparatively 
recent  adjudication.  A  statute  of  that  State  provided  that  n^qni- 
sitions  for  fugitive  criminals  should  be  "  jiccompanied  by  sworn 
evidence  that  the  party  charged  is  a  fugitive  from  justice."  The 
evidence  accompanying  the  requisition  consisted  of  an  affidavit, 
charging  that  the  plaintiffs  were  "fugitives  from  justice,''  which 
the  governor  determined  to  be  sufficient.  It  was  held  that  the 
prisoners,  after  arrest,  could  review  the  conclusion  reached  by  the 
governor,  and  show  that  they  were  not  fugitives  from  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  because  the  crime  charged,  which  was  obtaining 
goods  by  false  pretenses,  had  been  constructively  committed  by 
statements  made  in  a  letter,  written  from  the  State  of  Iowa,  the 
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State  of  their  domicile.  Tlio  court  decided  that  the  extradition  iuw 
of  Congress  did  not  apply  to  cases  of  constructive  crime  like  tliat 
under  consideration,  and  that  it  was  comiwtent  for  the  Stale  courte 
to  review  the  conclusion  of  tlie  governor.  It  was  .said  by  the  court: 
*•  If  the  decision  of  the  governor  is  final  and  conclusive  as  to  this 
•luestion,  it  must  be  so  as  to  all  questions  touching  the  extradition 
of  a  citizen  under  the  constitutional  provision  above  quoted."  And 
again:  "The  governor  of  this  Stiite  is  not  clothed  with  judicial 
))ower8,  and  there  is  no  provision  of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  this  State,  which  provides  that  his  determina- 
tion is  final  and  conclusive  in  the  case  of  the  extradition  of  the 
citizen.'*  It  was  accordingly  held  by  the  court  that  the  decision  of 
the  governor  was  only  prima  facie  correct,  and  that  it  was  reviewable 
by  the  courts,  on  petition  sued  out  by  the  prisoner  for  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus. 

The  case  of  Hibler  v.  State,  43  Tex.  197,  is  in  harmony  with  the 
same  view.  While  it  was  there  held  that  the  governor  of  Texas 
prima  facie  had  authority  to  issue  his  warrant  of  arrest,  where  the 
papers  were  regular,  upon  the  mere  representation  in  the  requisi- 
tion, that  the  accused  was  *'a  fugitive  from  justice,"  it  was  decided 
that  this  was  a  question  of  fact,  which  was  disputable  by  proof  to 
the  contrary,  showing  that  *Hhe  presumption  upon  which  the 
governor  had  acted  was  unfounded  in  fact,  and  that  thereby  this 
})roce8S  was  being  perverted  to  his  injury." 

There  are  other  decisions  strongly  corrobomtive  of  the  same  view, 
but  which  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  review.  Ex  parte  Smith,  3 
McLean,  121;  Manchester's  case,  5  Cal.  237;  R(»rer  Inter-State  T^aw, 
221-2. 

We  are  cited  by  counsel  to  the  case  of  Ejt  parte  Swearingen,  13 
S.  C.  74,  as  an  authority  adverse  to  the  foregoing  views.  The  point 
decided  in  that  case  was  merely,  that  the  absence  of  an  affidavit  that 
the  i)etitioner  was  a  fugitive  from  justice  was  not  fatal  to  the  requi- 
sition ;  and  from  this  conclusion  the  chief  justice  dissented  in  an 
opinion  replete  with  the  force  of  sound  logic.  The  reasoning  of 
the  majority  of  the  court  in  that  case  seemed  to  be  based  upon  the 
false  idea,  that  a  denial  of  the  fact  that  the  accused  was  a  fugitive 
wjis  in  the  nature  of  an  alibi  defense,  going  to  the  merits  of  the 
indictment. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Probate  judge  did  not  err  in  dis- 
t^harging  the  |»etitioner,  and  that  it  was  competent  for  him  to  hear 
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oral  evidence  in  oi-der  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  petitioner  was 
not  a  fugitive  from  justice. 

Any  other  conclusion  than  this  would  establish  a  doctrine  very 
dangerous  to  the  liberty  of  the  citizen.  It  would  greatly  impair 
the  efficacy  of  the  proceeding  of  habeas  corpus,  which  has  been 
often  characterizeil  as  the  great  writ  of  liberty,  and  may  be  regarded, 
not  less  than  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  as  one  of  the  chief  oorner- 
f^tones  in  the  structure  of  our  judiciary  system.  It  might  be  justly 
considered  as  alarming  to  announce  that  a  writ,  which  has  so  fre- 
<juently  been  used  for  centuries  past  to  prevent  the  eucreachment 
of  kings  ui>on  popular  liberty,  is  inadequate  for  tlie  just  purposes 
for  which  it  has  been  invoked  in  this  case. 

The  application  made  by  the  relator  must  be  denied. 

Denied. 

B&iCKELL,  C.  J.^  dissenting. 


Ex  Parte  Powell. 

(73  Ala.  617.) 
Pardon  —  delivery  and  acceptance. 

A  pftrdoQ  delivered  to  the  warden  of  the  penitentiary,  directing  him  to  restore 
the  convict  to  liberty,  is  effectual  and  irrevocable,  although  at  the  time  of 
delivery  the  convict  was  not  in  the  penitentiary,  but  in  jail,  subject  to  th** 
vnirden's  orders,  and  awaiting  removal.* 

HABEAS   corpus.      The   opinion   states   the  facts,  except  that 
the  governor  withheld  the  pardon  after  its  return  to  him  by 
the  warden. 

Gasian  A,  Robhins,  for  relator. 

H.  C   TompkifiSy  attorney-general,  for  State. 

SoMBRViLLE,  J.  The  present  case  involves  the  question  as  to 
the  validity  of  a  pardon  alleged  to  have  been  granted  to  the  relator 
bv  the  governor  of  Alabama.  The  undisputed  facts  show  that  the 
petitioner  was  convicted  of  the  crime  of  grand  larceny,  in  the 
Circnit  Court  of  Dallas  county,  in  September,   1882  ;  being  sen- 

♦  See  Knapp  v.  Thovnts  (:«)  Ohio  St.  ;^77),  48  Am.  Rep.  462. 
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tenced  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  to  four  years'  imprisonment  in 
the  State  penitentiary.  This  judgment  was  aflRrmed  on  appeal  to 
this  court,  on  the  Ifith  day  of  June,  1883. 

Upon  application  being  made  to  the  governor,  aft<?r  tliis  convic- 
tion, in  due  form  of  law  by  the  jietitioner,  asking  for  a  pardon, 
tlie  instrument  was  prepared  and  signed  by  his  excellency,  in  the 
usual  form,  on  the  2l8t  day  of  July,  1883,  and  was  delivered  to  tbt* 
si»cretary  of  State,  as  the  record  recites,  **for  tlie  benefit''  of  tlie 
l)etitioner,  and  this  officer  attested  the  Siime  by  affixing  his  sig- 
nature and  the  seal  of  the  State,  pursuant  to  the  duty  impose<l 
upon  him  by  the  statute.  Code,  §  73.  It  declares  with  due 
solemnity  and  certainty,  the  fact  that  the  j)etitioner  has  bei^n 
pardoned  of  the  crime  in  question,  by  virtue  of  the  constitutional 
power  vested  in  the  governor,  which  authorizes  him  to  grant 
])ardon8  after  conviction  in  all  cases,  except  in  cases  of  treason  and 
impeachment.  Const.,  1875,  art.  V,  §  12.  It  purports  on  it*< 
face  to  be  directed  to  the  warden  of  the  ]^>enitentiary,  and  con- 
cludes by  ordering  thai  the  relator  **  be  at  once  restored  to  liberty.'' 
This-  instrument  wjis  transmitted  by  mail  to  the  warden,  and  was 
received  by  him  on  the  22d  day  of  July,  1883,  the  day  following 
its  signature  by  the  chief  executive.  On  the  same  day  the  gov- 
ernor communicated  by  letter  to  the  counsel  of  the  )>etitioner  the 
fact  that  he  felt  it  to  be  his  duty  to  gnint  the  i)ardon,  and  ha<i 
accordingly  ordered  it.  The  warden  uj)on  receiving  the  pardon, 
returned  it  to  the  governor  with  the  statement  that  he  lield  no  sucli 
l>er8on  as  Richard  Powell  (the  relator)  in  his  custody. 

It  is  made  to  api>ear  that  the  prisoner  was  at  this  time  in  tlie 
jail  of  Dallas  county,  subject  to  tlie  order  of  the  warden,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Febnuiry  7,  1879,  ])roviding  for 
the  conveyance  of  convicts  to  the  penitentiary.  This  statute 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  promptly  inform 
the  warden  what  convicts  have  been  sentenced  to  the  pi»niten- 
tiary  at  the  last  term  of  ejich  court,  and  that  they  were  then  in 
the  county  jail,  **  subject  to  his  order."  The  warden .  thereupon 
has  authority  and  it  is  made  his  duty  to  remove  such  convicts 
from  the  jail,  and  to  deliver  them  to  the  nearest  contractor,  not 
inconsistent  with  the  obligation  of  his  contracts  made  for 
hiring.  It  is  shown  by  the  record  that  the  clerk  of  the  court  had 
made  this  written  communication  to  the  warden  as  required  by  the 
statute. 
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It  is  one  of  the  agreed  facts  of  the  ease  furthermore,  that 
it  was  the  warden's  custom,  when  such  pardons  were  received, 
to  discharge  the  person  pardoned  from  custody,  and  to  ''  place 
the  pardon  on  file  in  his  office  as  authority  for  making  such 
discharge."  The  foregoing  are  the  essential  facts  of  the  case  jis 
agreed  upon  hy  the  opposing  counsel. 

The  point  of  contention  is,  that  the  pardon  was  never  delivered 
to  or  accepted  by  the  prisoner. 

The  pardoning  power  as  exercised  under  our  form  of  govern- 
ment, both  Federal  and  State,  is  no  doubt  essentially  the  same  in 
it^  nature  and  effect  as  that  exercised  by  the  representatives  of  the 
British  crown,  in  the  parent  country  whence  we  derive  our  system 
of  common-law  jurisprudence.     A  pardon,  alike  under  both  sys- 
t^»m8  of  government,  has  always  been  considered  a  mere  act  of 
grace  or  governmental  forgiveness  of  an  offense,   by  which  the 
penalty  of  crime  is  legally  remitted.     2  Abb.  L.  Diet.,  title  Par- 
don.    The  proposition  is  undeniable,  at  least  on  authority,  that  a 
pardon  in  order  to  be  complete  must  in  contemplation  of  law  be 
delivered  and  accepted.      1  Bish.  Cr.    Law,    §  907.      In    United 
Siaies  v.   WilsoUy  7  Pet.  150,  it  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall, that  *^a  pardon  is  a  deed,  to  the  validity  of  which  delivery 
is  essential,  and  delivery  is  not  complete  without  acceptance."     In 
this  case  the  prisoner  had  not  only  declined  to  j)lead  his  pardon  to 
the  pending  prosecution,  but  had  in  open  court  declared  that  he 
did  not  desire  to  avail  himself  of  it  in  order  to  avoid  the  sentence. 
We  think  the  principles  applicable  to  the  delivery  of  a  pardon 
and   of  an  ordinary  deed  of  gift  must  be  considered  as  analogous. 
In  the  case  of  a  deed,  its.  delivery  is  generally  said  to  be  complete 
when  the  grantor  has  parted  with  his  entire  control,  or  dominion 
over  the  instrument,  with  the  intention  that  It  shall  i)ass  to  the 
grantee  or  obligee,  and  the  latter  assents  to  it,  either  by  himself  or 
his  agent.     2  Qreenl.  Ev.,  §  297.     The  delivery  may  as  well  be 
made  also  to  a  stranger,  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantee.     The  just 
ilistiuction  is,  that  a  delivery  to  the  grantee  i>ersonally  carries  with 
it   the   presumption  of    the   grantor's  intention   to  jiart  with  his 
•lominion   over  the  instrument;  but  no  such  presumption  will  be 
indulged,  where  the  deed  is  handed  to  a  stranger.     To  make  a 
delivery  to  a  stranger  effectual  in  ordinary  cases,  the  intention  with 
which  the  delivery  was  made  must  be  expressed  at  the  time  in  some 
appropriate  manner,  although  no  formal  words  or  jicts  are  necessary. 
Tiedman  Re^l  Prop.,  §  814,  and  cases  cited.  Or  in  other  words,  as 
Vol.  XLIX       10 
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said  by  Mr.  Wharton,  it  must  be  shown  that  a  delivery  was  •*  mani- 
festly intended."  2  Whart.  Cont.,  §  677.  It  has  been  accordingly 
decided  by  this  court,  that  where  a  mortgagor  acknowledged  the 
deed  of  mortgage,  on  the  day  of  its  date,  before  the  Probate  judge, 
and  left  it  with  him  for  registration,  and  it  was  recorded,  this  wa« 
prinm  facie  a  delivery,  although  the  mortgagee  never  had  posses- 
sion of  the  deed,  and  knew  nothing  of  its  existence  until  after  the 
death  of  the  mortgagor.  Elsbern/  v.  Boy  kin,  65  Ala.  336.  It  saw 
declared  in  the  same  case,  that  the  conveyance  being  for  the  benefit 
of  the  grantee,  without  conditions  attached,  the  acceptance  of  the 
grantee  would  be  presumed,  and  could  be  repelled  only  by  proof  of 
his  actual  dissent.  Such  is  the  prevailing  rule  as  to  acceptance, 
where  an  instrument  is  purely  beneficial  to  the  party  to  whom  it  is 
made,  and  is  freed  from  the  embarrassment  of  any  burden,  duty, 
or  condition.     2  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  297. 

We  are  oi  the  opinion  in  the  present  case,  that  the  pardon  in 
question  must  be  regarded  as  having  been  constructively  delivered 
and  accepted,  in  legal  contemplation.  The  delivery  to  the  warden 
was  a  suflScient  delivery  to  the  prisoner,  and  the  acceptance  of  thr 
prisoner  must  be  presumed,  in  view  of  his  previous  application  for 
the  pardon,  and  of  its  purely  beneficial  character. 

The  governor  clearly  intended  the  Jict  of  grace  to  the  prisoner, 
and  all  the  legal  formalities  were  adopttul  by  him,  necessary  to 
the  proper  execution  of  the  instrument.  He  had  given  it  his  sig- 
nature, and  had  handed  it  to  the  seci*etary  of  State,  who  had  at- 
tested it,  and  affixed  the  seal  of  the  State  in  all  due  form.  Tlie 
mailing  of  it  to  the  warden  was  in  itself  a  parting  with  dominion 
over  it,  and  the  act  of  grace  must  be  deemed  complete  when  the- 
latter  received  it,  if  not  before.  'I'his  is  true  in  view  of  the  legjil 
status  and  relationship  of  the  wai*den  toward  the  prisoner.  He 
was  not  the  mere  messenger  of  the  executive  to  deliver,  but  thi 
constructive  agent  of  the  prisoner  to  receive.  The  prisoner  wav 
not,  it  is  true,  confined  in  the  walls  of  the  penit-entiary,  but  he  was 
in  the  constructive  custody  of  the  warden,  and  subject  to  his  con- 
trol and  order  in  the  Dallas  county  jail,  under  the  express  provis- 
ions of  the  statute.  Acts,  1878-9,  pp.  170-1.  It  is  shown  to  have 
})een  the  common  usage  to  transmit  pardons  to  the  warden,  and 
that  he  usually  retained  them  as  vouchers  of  authority  to  release 
convicts,  and  the  parties  are  presumed  to  have  had  this  usage  in 
view.     The  pardon  itself  being  directed   to  the  warden,  and  being 
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an  execatiye  mandate  to  him,  ordering  the  release  of  the  prisoner, 
is  persuasive  to  show  that  it  was  never  intended  that  it  should  go 
further  than  the  warden,  or  be  delivered  to  the  prisoner  personally. 
When  the  charter  of  the  prisoner's  pardon  reached  the  hands  of 
the  warden,  his  constituted  legal  custodian,  the  executive  act  of 
grace  was  complete,  and  forever  irrevocable.  The  warden  had  no 
more  legal  right  to  return  it  to  the  gi'antor  through  inadvertence, 
than  he  would  have  had  to  destroy  it  from  malice. 

The  adjudged  cases  clearly  sustain  this  view.     The  case  of  Cmn- 
fiwnweaUh  v.  Hallowayy  44  Penn.  St.  210,  wjis  one  involving  the 
delivery  of  a  pardon  granted  by  the  governor  of  Pennsylvania  to 
one  Crosse,  who  had  been  convicted  of  a  felony,  and  sentenced  to 
imprisonment  in  the  State  penitentiary.    The  pardon  was  delivered 
to  the  United  States  marshal    under  the  belief    that   Crosse   was 
needed  by  the  government  at  Washington  for  special  service  in 
the  war  department,  and  was  not  to  be  handed  to  him  until  he 
had  performed  the  service  required  of  him.     The  marshal  however 
delivered  it  to  the  warden  and  obtained  the  releuvse  of  the  prisoner 
for  the  required  service.     It  was  said  by  the  court,  that  **  by  usage, 
its  delivery  to  the  warden  is  prima ^acie  equivalent  to  delivery  ;  or 
is  constructive  deliver}'  to  the  prisoner  ;  but  it  is  open  to  be  proved 
no  delivery  by  showing  circumstances  that  are  inconsistent  with  the 
intention  to  deliver."     The  pardon  in  that  case  was  pronounced 
void  however  because  procured  by  false  and  forged  representations 
independent  of  the  question  of  delivery.    In  Ex  parte  Reno,  66  Mo. 
t^Q  ;  s.  c,  27  Am.  Rep.  337,  it  was  said  that  "  simple  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  executive  to  bestow  a  paixion  confers  no  right,  and 
is  perfectly  nugatory  until  the  intention  may  be  said  to  be  completed. 
This  intention,"  it  was  added,  **  may  be  said  to  be  fully  complet^nl 
when  the  pardon  is  signed  by  the  executive,  properly  attested,  au- 
thenticated by  the  seal  of  the  State,  and  delivered,  either  to  the 
person  who  is  the  subject  of  the  favor,  or  to  some  one  acting  for 
him,  or  on  his  behalf."     It  being  shown  that  it  was  the  custom  to 
deliver  pardons  to  the  warden,  it  was  held  that  the  delivery  was 
presumptively  complete  when  the  paper  came  to  the  hands  of  this 
oflficer,  although  it  never  reached  the  personal  custody  of  the  pris- 
oner.     In  this  case  the  instrument  of  pardon  seems  to  have  been 
purposely  mislaid,  or  destroyed  so  as  to  prevent  its  personal  delivery 
to  the  prisoner.     Following  the  ruling  in  the  Pennsylvania  case,  the 
court  saitl  :     *' A  delivery  of  the  pardon,  under  the  circumstances 
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in  proof,  is  priina  facie  equivalent  to  delivery,  or  is  constructive 
delivery  to  the  prisoner."  In  DePuy^s  case,  3  Ben.  307,  a  pardon 
was  granted  to  the  prisoner  by  Andrew  Johnson,  president  of  the 
United  States,  and  was  tmnsmitted  by  mail  to  a  United  States' 
marshal,  to  be  by  him  delivered  to  the  warden  of  Blackwell's  Island 
])enitentiary,  where  the  convict  was  confined  in  the  warden's  cus- 
tody. Before  it  passed  from  the  hands  of  tlie  marshal  into  those 
of  the  warden,  it  was  recalled  by  President  Grant,  as  Johnson's 
successor  in  the  office  of  president.  It  was  held  by  Blatchford,  J., 
on  an  application  for  writ  of  habeas  corpuSy  that  there  was  no  com- 
plete delivery  until  the  pardon  reached  the  hands  of  the  warden, 
or  keeper  of  the  prison  —  that  a  delivery  to  the  marshal  was  in- 
sufficient, because  he  was  no  more  than  "  the  messenger  of  the  presi- 
dent"—  a  somewhat  doubtful  proposition,  which  does  not  seem 
very  obvious  to  our  apprehension.  In  Marbury  v.  Madison,  1  Cr. 
137,  which  was  an  application  for  inandamtts  to  compel  the  delivery, 
by  the  secretary  of  State,  of  a  commission  as  justice  of  the  peace 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  it  was  held  that  the  appointment  was 
complete  without  a  delivery  of  the  commission.  But  it  was  added, 
that  if  delivery  was  deemed  e^ential,  as  argued  by  counsel  at  the 
bar,  it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  have  been  made  personally 
to  the  grantee  of  the  office.  Said  the  great  chief  justice,  who  de- 
livered the  opinion  of  the  court :  *' The  law  would  seem  to  con- 
template that  it  should  be  made  to  the  secretary  of  State,  since  it 
directs  the  secretary  to  affix  the  seal  to  the  commission  after  it  shall 
have  been  signed  by  the  president.  If  then  the  act  of  delivery  be 
necessary  to  give  validity  to  the  commission,  it  has  been  delivered 
when  executed  and  given  to  tlie  secretary  for  the  purpose  of  being 
sealed,  recorded,  and  transmitted  to  the  party."  The  conclusion 
must  have  been  reached  upon  the  ground,  tluit  the  secretary  of  State 
was  the  agent  of  the  law,  and  not  of  the  president,  for  the  duty  im- 
posed upon  him.  In  like  manner,  it  was  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Louisiana,  in  Siate  v.  Baptisfe,  26  La.  Ann.  134,  that  a 
mere  communication  from  the  secretary  of  the  senate  to  the 
governor,  informing  him  that  a  recommendation  for  pardon  had 
been  received  and  acted  upon  favorably,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
completeness  of  the  act  of  pardon,  no  actual  delivery  being  deemed 
necessary  in  order  to  give  it  validity. 

So  we  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  delivery  of  the  pardon  to 
tlie  warden  of  the  vStatc  penitentiary,  under  the  circumstances  of 
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the  present  caee^  was  in  accordance  with  usage  a  delivery  to  the 
prisoner,  who  was  in  the  warden's  constructive  custody,  and  that  the 
intended  act  of  grace  was  then  completed  and  irrevocable.  Being 
an  act  of  mere  clemency,  without  conditions,  the  law  presumes  that 
it  was  accepted,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  showing  the  prisoner's 
dissent.  Bx  parte  Reno,  66  Mo.  266;  8.  c,  27  Am.  Rep.  337; 
Com.    V.  Halloway,  44  Ponn.  St.  210. 

The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  and  certiorari  will  be  av/arJ^d  by  this 
c-ourt  to  bring  the  petitioner  before  us,  together  with  the  proceed- 
ings had   before  the  Circuit  judge,  unless  on  another  application 
before  him,  or  some  other  judge  having  jurisdiction,  the  prisoner 
shali  be  discharged  from  custody. 
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Cole  v.  Superior  Court. 

((OCal.  86.) 
Guardian  — *r//  Htrm  —  poirt-r  to  r4)nira4^t  for  attomeif  feei. 

A  Afuardian  <id  litem  c^iuuot  bind  those  whom  he  represento  by  a  contract  with 
an  attorney,  fixing  his  compensation  in  the  snit. 

rpHE  opinion  states  tlie  case. 

A/.  D.   Wfieeler,  for  petitioner. 
M.  C.  Hasseit,  for  respondents. 

\f YRicK,  J.  A  writ  of  review  was  granted  on  the  application 
of  petitioner  to  review  the  action  of  the  Superior  Court  had  upon 
the  following  state  of  facts: 

Catharine  McKeever,  an  insane  woman,  and  »Fohn  McKeever, 
Jane  McKeever,  and  Mary  McKeever,  minors,  by  their  guardian 
ad  litem,  Margaret  Flayes,  commenced  an  action  against  the 
Market  Street  Railway  Company,  to  recover  damages  for  the  death 
of  Daniel  McKeever,  the  husband  of  said  Catharine,  and  the  father 
of  said  minors.    The  said  sruardiau  ad  litevi  employed  the  petitioner, 
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E.  P.  Ck>le,  Esq.,  an  attorney  at  law,  to  commence  and  prosecute 
said  action  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  guardian  (ul  Uteni 
had  no  means  with  which  to  pay  the  necessary  expenses  of  the 
action,  including  costs  and  the  attorney's  fees,  and  Mr.  Colo 
undertook  to,  and  did  pay  the  costs.  Such  pi-oceedings  were  had 
in  the  action  that  on  tlie  9th  day  of  December,  1880,  judgment 
was  recovered  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  railway  company  for 
$6,501.25  damages,  with  interest,  and  MOS-SO  costs;  which  judg- 
ment, on  appeal,  was  affirmed  by  this  court.  Upon  the  going 
down  of  the  remittitur  an  execution  was  issued  February  3,  1882, 
and  on  the  following  day,  February  4,  the  railway  company  paid 
tt>  Mr.  Cole  the  sum  of  $7,144.26,  being  the  full  amount  then  due 
for  damages,  interest,  and  costs;  and  Mr.  Cole  caused  satisfaction  to 
be  entered.  During  the  pendency  of  said  appeal  in  this  court,  to-wit, 
on  the  28th  day  of  October,  1881,  letters  of  guardianship  of  the 
persons  and  estates  of  the  said  minors  were  duly  issued  by  the 
proper  court,  to-wit,  the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  and  county  of 
San  Francisco,  to  Daniel  Sheerin.  On  the  4th  day  of  February, 
1882,  the  day  on  which  the  attorney  received  the  amouut  of  the 
judgment,  the  said  Daniel  Sheerin,  218  guardian,  petitioned  the 
Superior  Court  in  which  said  judgment  had  been  rendered  for  an 
order  that  Mr.  Cole  pay  the  money  into  court,  and  that  the  court 
fix  his  proper  compensation.  An  order  to  show  cause  was  made 
and  served.  On  the  hearing  the  attorney  admitted  the  receipt  of 
the  money,  and  that  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  pay  to  any  person 
authorized  to  receive  the  same  the  amount  which  justly  and  fairly 
belonged  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  objected  that  the  court  htid  no 
aathority  to  fix  the  compensation,  or  to  compel  him  to  pay  the 
money  into  court.  The  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  after 
hearing  testimony  fixed  the  full  compensation  of  counsel  for  the 
plaintifiB  for  services  and  ex]3enses  at  |;2,500,  and  ordered  that  the 
balance  of  the  amount  received  be  paid  into  court  by  two  o'clock  of 
February  8,  1882.  On  the  0th  day  of  Fehniar},  1882,  Mr.  Cole 
paid  into  court  $4,644.26,  leaving  in  his  hands  $2,500,  the  amount 
fixed  by  the  court,  and  on  the  same  day  the  court  ordered  that 
$3,000  of  the  amount  so  paid  l)e  paid  to  Sheerin,  the  guardian  of 
the  minors,  on  his  giving  a  proper  bond. 

The  question  for  consideration  before  us  is  iih  to  the  power  of  the 
.Superior  Court  in  which  the  action  was  }K»uding,  and  the  judgment 
^1  a>  obtained,  to  fix  the  compensation  of  tlir  attorney  employed  by 
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the  gaardiau  ad  litem,  and  order  the  balance  paid  into  court  It 
is  proper  to  remark  that  the  only  objection  appearing  on  the  part  of 
the  attorney  is  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  make  the  order.  It 
is  urged  on  his  behalf  that  the  court  had  no  power  **  to  take  from 
Mr.  Cole's  pocket  money  lawfully  in  his  possession,  and  that  hv 
claimed  in  good  faith  to  be  his  own,  and  tmnsfer  it  to  the  custody 
of  the  clerk  of  the  court"  [we  quote  from  the  argument);  that  tlie 
Constitution  of  this  State  guarantees  to  all  tlie  right  of  trial  by  jury, 
and  that  **  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property, 
without  due  process  of  law'';  that  he  had  the  right  to  submit  to  a 
jury,  in  a  regular  action  instituted  to  that  end,  evidence  us  to  what 
would  be  a  pro})er  compensation,  and  to  have  the  determination  of 
the  jury  thereupon. 

By  the  law  of  this  State,  §  1021,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  **  the 
measure  and  mode  of  compensation  of  attorneys  and  counsellors 
at  law  is  left  to  the  Jigreement  express  or  implied  of  the  parties  ": 
and  in  cases  where  an  attorney  is  employed  by  a  person  capable 
of  making  a  contract,  which  shall  bind  him  or  those  whom  he  may 
represent,  the  attorney  may  have  his  action  to  recover  the  amount 
agreed  upon  in  the  one  case,  or  the  value  of  the  services  in  the 
other;  and  in  such  cases,  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  the  contract 
and  the  amount  agreed  upon,  or  the  value  may  be  submitted  to 
a  jury.  But  in  cases  where  there  is  no  one  authorized  to  make  a 
binding  contract,  the  section  of  the  Code  above  refen-ed  to  would 
not  apply.  There  must  be  some  one  on  either  side  authorized  to 
contract,  or  there  is  of  courae  no  valid  contract.  In  Gurnee  v. 
Maloney,  38  Cal.  85,  this  court  held  that  the  administnitor  of  the 
estate  of  a  deceased  person  could  not  make  a  contract  for  the  pay- 
ment of  fees  for  services  to  be  rendered  by  an  attorney  which  would 
bind  the  estate.  It  seems  to  have  been  conceded  in  that  case  that  the 
administrator  had  power  to  select  an  attorney,  but  such  selection 
would  be  made,  and  the  services  would  be  rendered  in  view  of  the  rule 
that  the  proper  court  [in  that  cjise  the  Probate  Court],  would  have 
the  right  to  pass  upon  and  determine  the  proper  compensation.  In 
the  matter  before  us  neither  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  action  under  con- 
sideration could  have  employed  an  attorney  to  commence  or  prose- 
cute the  action  —  neither  could  have  brought  the  action  in  his  or 
her  own  name  —  each  of  them  was  under  disability ;  it  was  therefore 
necessary  that  the  action  should  be  brought  by  a  general  guai*dian, 
or  by  a  guardian  ad  litem.     In  the  case  of  a  general  guardian  the 
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appointment  wonld  have  been  made  after  dne  proceedings  under 
article  2,  chapter  14,  Oode  Civ.  Proc.;  in  the  case  of  a  guardian 
ad  litem  the  appointment  would  be  made  by  the  court  in  which  the 
action  was  pending  or  was  about  to  be  commenced.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  consider  in  this  case  the  powers  of  a  general  guardian 
regarding  the  employment  of  an  attorney  ;  we  are  now  considering 
only  tlie  powera  of  a  guardian  ad  litem.  The  guardian  ad  litem  is 
an  officer  of  the  court  appointing  him  ;  his  duties  are  to  '^  represent 
the  infant,  insane  or  incompetent  person  in  the  action  or  proceed- 
ing." Code  Civ.  Proc,  §  372.  He  may  doubtless  employ  an  attorney 
to  assist  him  in  the  prosecution  or  defense  of  the  action,  but  he 
may  not  make  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  compensation  which 
shall  absolutely  bind  the  ward  or  his  estate.  He  is  like  ah  agent 
with  limited  powers.  If  he  collect  the  amount  of  a  money  judgment 
reooyered  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  it  should  seem  that  from 
the  nature  of  his  oflfice,  he  may  be  compelled  to  an  accounting  by  the 
court  from  which  he  received  his  authority.  The  court  is  in  effect 
the  guardian  —  the  person  named  as  guardian  ad  litem  being  but 
the  agent  to  whom  the  coui't,  in  appointing  him  (thus  exercising 
the  power  of  the  sovereign  State  as  parens  patHce)  has  delegated  the 
execution  of  the  trust ;  and  through  such  agent  the  court  performs 
its  duty  of  protecting  the  rights  of  the  infant  or  incompetent  per- 
son- His  powers  are  certainly  no  greater  than  those  of  a  general 
gnardian.  Wke  the  latter  he  may  be  allowed  a  credit  for  moneys 
advanced  or  paid  out  of  the  fund  collected,  as  reasonable  compensa- 
tion for  the  expenses,  and  for  the  services  of  an  attorney.  But  he 
has  no  power  by  specific  agreement  with  the  attorney  to  fix  such 
compensation  absolutely.  An  attorney  accepting  emplojonent,  and 
rendering  services  under  such  circumstances,  must  rely  upon  the 
subsequent  action  of  the  court  in  ascertaining  and  adjudging  proper 
compensation.  He  cannot  determine  the  amount,  nor  can  he  retain 
what  he  or  the  guardian  ad  litem  may  deem  a  proper  sum,  leaving 
it  to  the  general  guardian  to  sue  for  the  excess.  There  is  no  place 
here  for  the  doctrine  of  an  implied  promise  upon  a  quantum  meruit. 
The  presumption  of  a  promise  is  rebutted  by  the  fact  that  the 
guardian  had  no  power  to  contract  in  such  manner  as  to  bind  the 
assets  of  the  ward  except  conditionally.  The  attorney  performing 
l^al  services  for  the  infant  aids  the  court  in  carrying  out  its  duty  of 
protection  ;  he  is  not  only  an  officer  of  the  court  in  the  general 
sense,  but  is  the  special  agent  through  which  the  court  acts ;  iii  this 
Vol.  XrJX  — 11 
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respect  his  position  being  analogous  to  that  of  an  attorney  employed 
by  a  general  guardian,  or  by  an  executor  or  administrator.  In  the 
cases  last  referred  to  the  compensation  is  under  our  system  of  laws 
fixed  by  the  Probate  Court.  The  statute  being  silent  as  to  the 
tribunal  which  is  to  fix  the  compensation  in  case  of  a  guardian  ad 
litem,  it  seems  to  reasonably  follow  that  the  court  placing  him  in 
]>osition  and  making  use  of  his  service  would  have  the  fixing  of  his 
disbursements  and  the  compensation  of  the  attorney  employed. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  petitioner  do  not  apply  to  this  case.  Jn  re 
Paschal,  10  Wall.  483,  was  a  case  of  employment  with  power  to 
contract.  In  that  case,  the  party  applying  for  the  order  that  his 
attorney  pay  to  him  the  amount  collected,  was  capable  of  contracting 
and  had  conti^acted,  for  the  employment  and  for  the  compensation; 
and  the  attorney  claimed  the  right  to  have  his  accounts  with  the 
client  fully  sidjustecl.  The  court  held  that  it  would  not  in  such  a 
pnxjeeding  :idjust  the  accounts,  but  would  leave  the  party  to  his 
action.  The  court  did  not  stand  in  any  such  relation  with  the  party 
and  the  attorney  as  courts  stand  with  regard  to  infants  and  attorneys 
acting  in  their  behalf. 

It  is  urged,  that  by  not  permitting  the  attorney  for  the  infant 
to  retain  such  portion  of  the  money  collected  as  he  may  deem 
just,  he  is  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  is  also  deprived  of  his  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury. 
The  error  of  the  petitioner  is  in  supposing  that  any  specific  por- 
tion of  the  money  is  his  property.  Such  portion  only  of  the 
money  collected  will  be  his  property  as  the  court  may  fix  ;  and  until 
so  fixed,  he  has  no  such  right  of  property,  as  is  contemplated  by 
the  Constitution.  In  accepting  the  employment  he  consented  to 
}H»rform  his  duty  without  other  compensation  than  such  as  might 
Ik*  jillowed  by  the  court.  The  guarantee  of  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  does  not  apply  to  such  a  case  as  this.  Thei'e  is  no  question  of 
fart  fur  a  jury  to  try.  The  court  fixes  the  amount,  and  when  so 
fixed  it  is  settled. 

It  is  also  urged  that  there  was  no  power  to  diivct  the  money  to 
bi»  paid  on  the  application  of  the  general  guardian  ;  that  so  long 
as  the  appointment  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  remained  unrevoked, 
the  general  guardian  had  no  standing  in  regard  to  the  snit.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  the  appointment  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  is 
made,  as  the  name  of  the  office  indicates,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
suit  —  to  represent  the  ward  in  the  action.     When  the  action  is  ter- 
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mi  Dated,  the  amount  recovered  becomes  iissets  of  the  ward,  to  be 
managed  and  controlled  for  his  benefit.  The  guardian  ad  litem  does 
not  manage  the  ward's  general  estate,  investing  and  reinvesting,  but 
such  duties  are  performed  by  tlie  general  guardian  ;  and  in  order  to 
perform    those  duties  he  should  have  the  control  of  the  pr«})erty. 

The  amount  allowed  to  Mr.  Cole  for  his  services  and  disburse- 
ments was  $2,500.  The  costs  recovered  amounted  to  $108.50.  Jt 
would  thus  appear  that  the  court  allowed  as  compensation  for  ser- 
vices nearly  $2,400  ;  and  these  amounts  he  was  permitted  to  retain. 
The  court  certainly  had  power  to  direct  him  to  pay  over  the  re- 
mainder. Possibly  the  court  might  have  had  |)ower,  before  fixing 
this  amount  for  his  8er\*ices,  to  require  him  to  pay  over  the  whole 
sum  collected,  and  afterward  make  such  allowances  as  should  be 
just,  but  the  court  saw  fit  to  make  the  allowance  first,  and  order  the 
balance  to  be  paid  over.     We  see  no  error. 

Writ  dismissed. 

MoKRij^N,  C.  J.,  Thorxton  and  Ross,  J  J.,  concurred ;  Shabp- 
STsrN  and  McKeb,  JJ.,  dissenting. 


Rbis  v.  Lawrbhcs. 

(68  Cnl.  1».>  '     ' 

Marriage  —  acknotoledgfnent  —  rfpid  divorce. 

A  woman  living  under  her  maiden  name,  apart  from  her  hnsband.  nnder  a 
rold  decree  of  divorce,  and  acting  and  representing  herself  as  a  single  woman, 
binds  herself  by  her  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  as  a  single  woman.  {See 
tiote,  p.    87.)  ^  I 

ACTION  on  a  note  and  to  enforce  a  lien  on  land.     The  opinion 
states  the  facts.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

Edward  J.  PringU,  for  appellant. 

WiUiam  Irvine^  for  respondent. 

Ross,  J-      The  defendant  Edwin  A.  Lawrence  is  the  father  of 
the   defendant   Fannie   P.    Luiwrence.     The   latter    married    one 
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Hiram  Hutchinson,  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  on  the  13th  of 
April,  1871.  In  the  year  of  1873  she  went  to  the  Territory  of 
Utah  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  divorce  from  her  husband,  and 
on  the  6th  of  May  of  that  year  filed  in  the  Probate  Court  of  Salt 
Lake  county,  Utah-  Territory,  a  petition  in  which  she  set  forth 
that  Hutchinson  deserted  and  abandoned  her  on  or  about  the  first 
day  of  March,  1872,  and  had  ever  since  continued  his  desertion  and 
abandonment  of  her,  and  praying  for  a  decree  of  divorce  dissolv- 
ing the  bonds  of  matrimony  existing  between  them.  On  the  Idth 
of  July,  1873,  the  court  in  which  the  proceeding  was  had  entered 
a  decree  purporting  to  dissolve  the  bonds  of  matrimony  existing  be- 
tween Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hutchinson,  imd  restoring  to  the  petitions 
her  maiden  name. 

From  the  view  we  take  of  thp  case  before  us  it  will  not  be  nec- 
essary to  determine  whether  or  not  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court 
of  Utah  was  validated  by  subsequent  congressional  action.  Upon 
the  entry  of  the  decree  on  the  15th  of  July,  1873,  Mrs.  Hutch- 
inson resumed  her  maiden  name,  and  never  afterward  lived  with 
Hutchinson,  but  has  aver  since  that  date  lived  and  acted  as  a  single 
woman,  and  borne  her  maiden  name. 

On  the  26th  of  May,  1874,  she  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  piece 
of  land  situated  in  Alameda  county  of  this  State,  which  was  her 
separate  property,  it  having  been  given  to  her  by  her  father  on  the 
occasion  of  her  marriage.  On  the  day  last  named  she  signed  a 
power  of  attorney,  very  general  in  its  terms,  appointing  her  fathar 
her  attorney  in  fact  to  (among  other  things)  *'  lease,  let,  demise, 
bargain,  sell,  remise,  release,  convey,  mortgage  and  hypothecate  " 
her  said  land,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  and  under  such  cov- 
enants as  to  him  should  seem  fit.  The  power  as  well  as  the  certi- 
ficate of  acknowledgment  described  the  constituent  as  ''Fannie  P. 
Lawrence,  formerly  Fannie  L.  Hutchinson,"  and  the  power  was  so 
signed.  The  certificate,  however  did  not  conform  to  the  require- 
ments of  our  statute  prescribing  the  form  for  certificates  of  acknowl- 
edgment of  married  women. 

When  the  power  of  attorney,  so  signed  and  acknowledged,  was 
received  by  Edwin  A.  Lawrence,  the  latter  was  the  owner  of  various 
certificates  of  purchase  issued  by  the  State  of  California  for  State 
lands,  on  which  Gustave  Reis  held  a  mortgage  executed  to  him  by 
Lawrence.  A  part  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  lands  had  been 
paid,  but  a  part  of  it  remained  unpaid.     In  due  course  of  time  an 
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installinent  became  due.  Lawrence  needed  the  money  with  which 
to  make  the  payment.  He  negotiated  with  Mr.  E.  B.  Mastick  for 
the  loan  of  the  required  amount  on  a  mortgage  he  proposed  to  give 
on  his  daughter's  land  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  power  of  attor- 
ney. The  power,  the  daughter  testified  on  the  trial  of  this  case, 
she  signed  unwillingly  and  only  after  urgent  solicitation  on  the 
jjart  of  her  father  ;  and  in  answer  to  the  question  *'  Why  did  your 
father  urge  you  to  execute  the  power  of  attorney  to  which  you  have 
referred  ?"  she  answered  :  *'  Because  he  said  he  had  payments  to 
make  on  certain  lands  of  his,  and  that  in  case  of  necessity  he 
wished  to  raise  enough  money  on  my  property  to  meet  that  de- 
mand ;  but  that  he  hardly  thought  he  would  be  obliged  to  do  so  ; 
but  he  wished  to  have  the  paper  on  hand,  so  in  case  of  need  he 
could  make  use  of  it."  In  endeavoring  to  obtain  money  on  the 
strength  of  his  daughter's  land,  Edwin  A.  Lawrence  was  therefore 
but  carrying  out  the  purpose  had  m  view  by  both  when  the  daugh- 
ter ^ve  him  the  power. 

His  negotiations  with  Mr.  Mastick  for  a  loan  of  the  required 
money  failed  of  accomplishment  on  the  last  day  allowed  for  the 
jmyraent  of  the  installment  due  upon  the  certificates  of  purchase. 
In  this  extremity  he  applied  to  Gustave  Reis  for  the  loan  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  make  the  payment,  viz.,   $4,550.     Gustave 
furnished  a  part  of  the  money,  but  got  the  greater  part  of  it  from 
Ferdinand  Reis,  who  is  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.     The  loan  was 
accordingly  made,  and  as  security  for  its  payment  Edwin  A.  Law- 
rence executed  to  the  plaintiff  Reis  a  deed  for  the  Mameda  land  as 
attorney  in  fact  for  Fannie  P.   Lawrence.     At  the  time  of  this 
transaction,  which  took  place  on  the  27th  of  June,  1874,  Edwin  A. 
I^wrence  represented  to  Reis  that  his  daughter  had  obtained  a  di- 
vorce from  her  husband  in  Salt  Lake,  and  had  been  restored  to  her 
maiden  name.     Subsequently,  to-wit,  on  the  18th  of  September, 
1874,  upon  application  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  Fannie  P. 
Ij»wrence  executed  to  plaintiff  a  deed  for  the  same  land  described 
in  the  deed  already  executed  to  him  by  her  father  as  her  attorney 
in  fact,  which  deed  expressed  a  consideration  of  $4,500,  and  con- 
tained the  clause  :  "This  deed  is  given  in  confinnation  of  the  deed 
given  by  me  to  said  Reis  on  June  27,  1874,  by  my  attorney  in  fact, 
hereby  ratifying  and  confirming  the  same."     The  certificate  of  ac- 
knowledgment to  this  confirmatory  deed  described  the  grantor  as 
**  Fannie   P.  Lawrence  {feme  sole),''   and  complied  with  the  re- 
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Hiiiremciits  of  the  statutes  prescribing  the  form  of  such  certificates 
for  others  than  luarned  women,  but  did  not  conform  to  those  in 
resjKJct  to  the  latter. 

The  ease  further  shows  that  in  tlie  month  of  July,  187T,  Hutch- 
inson commenced  an  action  in  the  District  Court  of  Marin  county 
of  this  Suite  against  the  defendant  Fannie  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining a  decrce  dissohnng  the  bonds  of  matrimony  alleged  to  have 
existed  between  them  since  the  I'Uh  of  April,  1871,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  therein,  on  or  about  the  1st  of  July.  1872,  de- 
serted the  plaintiff  in  that  Jiction,  and  from  that  time  forth  HvihI 
apart  from  him,  and  denied  him  all  marital  rights.  After  trial  the 
court  in  which  the  action  was  brought  decreed  the  ])laintiff  adivoree 
on  the  ground  stated  in  his  complaint. 

VVc  jissume  that  the  Utah  decree  w;is  invalid.  Nevertheless  the 
fact  remains  that  upon  the  rendition  of  that  decree  the  defendant, 
Fannie  P.  Lawrence,  resumed  her  maiden  name,  and  thence  hitherto 
continued  to  act  and  represent  hei*self  as  a  feme  sole.  As  such  she 
signed  and  ac»knowledged  the  power  of  attorney  to  her  father  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  borrow  money  on  the  strength  of  her 
land.  On  the  security  of  that  land,  and  on  those  representations, 
the  father  did  borrow  money,  and  to  secure  its  repayment  executed 
to  the  lender,  pursuant  to  the  power,  a  deed  for  the  premises.  Sub- 
setpiently,  and  in  consideration  of  that  loan,  the  daughter,  still 
a(,*ting  and  representing  hei*self  jis  a  feme  soUy  executed  as  such  to 
the  lender  another  deed  for  the  premises,  in  which  she  recited  that 
it  wius  given  in  (ionfirmation  of  the  deed  previously  executed  by  her 
attorney  in  fact.  At  this  day  she  seeks  to  avoid  the  effect  of  these 
conveyances  to  the  injury  of  the  party  who  parted  with  his  money 
on  the  strength  of  her  actions  and  representations  by  saying  that 
she  was  all  along  a  married  woman,  and  that  the  certificates  of 
acknowledgment  to  the  instruments  executed  by  her  were  not  in 
ncrordance  with  the  form  prescribed  by  statute  for  married  women 
in  that  they  did  not  recite  that  she  was  examined  *•  without  tlie 
lienrin^^of  her  husband,"  a  husband  who,  jiccording  to  her  petition 
for  divorce  filed  in  Utah,  had  deserted  and  abandoned  heron  the 
1st  day  of  March,  1872,  and  whom,  according  to  the  record  put  in 
evidence  from  the  District  Court  of  Marin  county,  she  had  de- 
serted and  abandoned  \\\  July  of  the  same  year,  and  between  whom 
no  marital  relat  ions  other  than  the  dry,  legal  relation  in  fact  existed, 
or  (MMirsc,  under  sucli  circumstances  the  rciison  for  the  rule  that 
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requires,  in  cases  of  married  women,  the  certificate  of  acknowledg- 
ment t4)  recite  an  examination  without  the  hearing  of  the  husband, 
does  not  exist.  At  least  as  early  as  July,  1872,  the  defendant  Annie 
liTed  apart  from,  and  independent  of  her  husband.  Later  on,  in 
1873,  she  resunietl  her  maiden  name,  and  thence  hitherto  acted  and 
represented  herself  as  a  single  woman.  In  that  character  she  exc- 
cnted  the  instruments  in  question,  and  in  that  character,  in  our 
opinion,  a  court  of  ecjuity  ought  to  regai'd  her  in  the  construction 
of  them.  As  giving  support  to  these  views,  see  Richeson  v.  Sun- 
nwns.  47  Mo.  20  ;  Rosenthtil  v.  Mayhugh,  33  Ohio  8r.  155  ;  Patter- 
son V.  Lawrence^  90  111.  174;  s.  c,  32  Am.  Hop.  221. 

We  find  it  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  the  rules  based  on 
the  common-law  relation  of  husband  and  wife  are  to  be  applied  to 
their  full  extent  m  this  State,  where  the  wife  is  now  by  stjitute  em- 
powered to  dispose  of  her  separate  estate  without  the  consent  or 
concurrence  of  her  husband. 

It  follows  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  lien  i)rayed  for. 

Judgment  and  (»rder  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  a  new 
trial. 

Morrison,  C.  J..  Sh.vrpsteix  and  Mykick,  A*].,  concurred; 
Mc'Kke  and  THORyTO>f,  ,1^.,  dissent. 

Note  by  thk  Reporter. —  See  Hayicard  v.  Barker,  52  Vt.  429;  s.  c,  86 
Am.  Rep.  762,  and  note,  764. 

lu  Ro»enthal\.  Mayhugh,  33  Ohio  St.  155,  the  husband  had  deserted  and  aban- 
doncKl  hU  wife  for  more  than  seven  years.  She  supposed  him  dead,  and  joined 
her  children  in  a  conveyance  in  fee  with  warranty,  and  it  was  held,  that  al- 
thoag-li  the  husband  be  living,  and  althougli  such  conveyance  does  not  operate  as 
m  release  of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower,  yet  .she  is  barred  by  way  of  equitable 
pt^oppe!  from  treating  her  contract  as  a  nullity,  and  from  asserting  her  right  to 
!mve  dower  assigned,  upon  the  actual  death  of  her  husband.     The  court  said  : 
••  It  is  also  well  settled  in  Ohio,  and  the  principle  is  well  supported  by  deci- 
«iion5^  in  other  State.s,  that  while  a  married  woman's  covenants  in  a  deed  in 
whirh  she  joins  with  her  husband  are  invalid,  and  cannot  be  made  the  founda- 
tion of  an  action  against  her  for  a  breach,  yet,  as  in  the  case  of  an  expc^ctant 
heir,   they  operate  by  way  of   estoppel  on  her  after-acquired  title.     IliU  v. 
»>jrf.  8  Ohio,  222  ;  31  Am.  De<;.  442  :  Foxder  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  21  ;  Colcord 
V.    Swan,    id.    291  ;  Mtmie  v.   Sebastian,  4  Bibb,  436 ;  Nash  y.  Spofford,   10 
.\frtr.  294  ;   43  Am.  I>h'.  425;    Nelson  v.  HariMod,  3  Call.  342:   Wadteigh  v. 
r^hn^Jf.  6  X.  H.  IH. 

•*  If  such  is  the  effect  of  covenants  in  a  deed  properly  executed  by  a  married 
woman  acting?  under  all  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  a  fortiori,  it  would  seem 
she  could  l>e  estoppe<l  by  such  covenants  where  no  such  disabilities,  in  fact, 
fxi*?t*Hi.       -\nfl   if   tin*  covenants  of  an  heir  apparent  estop  him,  though  his 
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deed  is  Toid  as  a  conveyance,  because  he  has  po  vested  interest,  why  should  it 
not  estop  her,  who  has  an  inchoate  right  of  dower?  *' 

' '  The  disabilities  arising  from  coverture  rest  on  the  common-law  theorj  of 
tlie  marriage  relation.  By  marriage,  the  legal  existence  of  the  woman  is  sus- 
pended, or  at  least,  incorporated  into  that  of  the  husband,  under  whose  pro- 
tection or  cover  she  acts. 

**  It  is  said  these  disabilities  *  are  for  the  most  part  intended  for  her  protec- 
tion and  benefit.'     1  Bl.  Com.  445. 

'*  As  a  logical  deduction  it  follows,  that  wheu  this  dominion  of  the  husband, 
and  this  protecting  care  permanently  ceases  by  the  death  of  the  husband, 
whether  natural  or  civil,  or  by  his  being  exiled  or  banished,  or  where  he  had 
deserted  and  abandoned  his  wife,  leaving  her  to  maintain  herself,  the  disability 
of  coverture  ceases,  cessante  ratione,  cessat  ipsa. 

**  There  is  a  wide  difference  between  the  powers  of  a  married  woman  under 
such  circumstances  and  those  where  the  marriage  relation  exists  in  fact,  as  to 
the  wife's  capacity  to  contract,  sue  and  be  sued. 

"  In  Ghregory  v.  Paul,  15  Mass.  31,  it  is  said.  •  wheu  the  hu.sband  had  deserted 
his  wife  in  a  foreign  country,  and  she  had  thereafter  maintained  herself  as  a 
single  woman,  and  for  five  years  had  lived  in  that  Commonwealth,  the  husband 
being  a  foreigner,  and  never  having  been  in  the  United  Staters,  she  was  com- 
petent  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  Afeme  sole.' 

"It  is  there  said  that  the  common-law  rule  was  relaxed  from  necessity, 
where  the  reason  on  which  it  was  founded  ceased  to  exist,  as  where  the  hus- 
band was  exiled,  or  had  abjured  the  realm,  she  might  sue  for  her  dower  as  a 
widow.  •  lu  such  case  also  she  has  been  permitted  to  alien  her  land,  with- 
out her  husband  ;  and  in  such  cases  she  is  exempted  from  the  disabilities  of 
coverture.  She  may  maintain  trespa.ss,  she  may  sue  for  her  jointure,  and  she 
may  be  sued  as  a  fpjne  sole.  She  may  also  make  her  will,  and  she  might  in  all 
things  act  as  if  her  husband  was  dead,  and  that  the  necessity  of  the  case 
required  that  she  should  have  such  a  power. ' 

"The  reason  for  this  is  forcibly  stated  by  Putnam.  J.:  *  Miserable  indeed 
would  be  the  situations  of  these  unfortunate  women,  whose  husbands  have 
renounced  their  society  and  country,  if  the  disabilities  of  coverture  should 
be  applied  to  them  during  the  continuance  of  such  desertion.  If  that  were 
the  case,  they  could  obtain  no  credit  on  account  of  their  husbands,  for  no  pro- 
cess could  reach  him ;  and  they  could  not  recover  for  a  trespass  upon  their 
p<»rson  or  their  property,  or  for  the  labor  of  their, hands.  They  would  be  left 
wretched  dependents  upon  charity,  or  driven  to  the  commission  of  crimes  to 
obtain  a  precarious  support.* 

*'  Numerous  cases  might  be  cited  in  support  of  this  doctrine,  which  we  need 
not  notice.  They  have  been  examined  at  length  in  BcTiadum  v.  Pratt,  1  Ohio 
St.  403.  In  that  case  the  wife  had  by  the  gross  abuse  of  her  husband  been 
compelled  to  live  separate  from  him,  so  that  a  separation  de  facto  existed,  she 
maintaining  herself,  and  having  specific  property  decreed  to  her  as  alimony. 
It  was  held  that  she  might  sue  at  law  as  a  ffmr  sole  in  regard  to  such  prop- 
erty. 

*'.\fter  an  examination  of  the  authorities  it  is  tliere  said  that  'It  is  estab- 
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lished  by  well  adjudicated  cases  in  the  courts  of  the  different  States  of  this 
Union,  that  not  only  where  the  marriage  relation  is  suspended  by  act  of  law, 
bat  where  the  husband  is  a  foreigner,  residing  permanently  abroad,  or  where, 
by  his  cruelty »  a  separation  is  forced,  and  the  wife  removes  to  another  State, 
and  maintains  herself  as  a  single  woman  —  in  either  of  these  cases,  whether 
the  wife  have  or  have  not  a  separate  allowance,  she  is  entitled  to  sue  and  be 
sued  as  a  fem6  sole.  And  this  right  extends  to  whatever  cx>ntract  she  may 
make,  and  to  whatever  property  or  interest  she  may  have.' 

**  In  Bean  v.  Morgan,  4  McCord,  148,  it  was  held  that  if  the  husband  de- 
parts the  State,  with  intent  to  reside  abroad,  and  without  the  intention  of 
retuming,  his  wife  becomes  competent  to  contract  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  i\ 
fenu  9oU. 

**  In  O^rtgory  v.  Pierce,  4  Mete.  478,  the  court  say:  '  The  principle  is  now  to  be 
considered  as  established  in  this  State,  as  a  necessary  exception  to  the  rule  of 
the  common  law.  placing  married  women  under  disability  to  contract  or  main- 
utin  a  suit,  that  where  the  husband  was  never  within  the  Commonwealth .  or 
haA  gone  beyond  its  jurisdiction  —  has  wholly  renounced  his  marital  rights 
and  duties,  and  deserted  his  wife  —  she  may  make  and  take  contracts,  sue 
and  be  sued,  in  her  own  name,  as  a  feme  sole.  It  must  be  a  voluntary  sepam- 
tion.  embracing  lioth  fact  and  intent  of  the  husband  to  renounce,  de  f(icto,  aud 
as  far  as  he  can  do  it,  the  marital  relation,  and  leave  his  wife  to  act  as  a  ftme 

"  Ii  is  true  that  the  English  rule,  prior  to  recent  .statutes,  limits  this  excep- 
tion to  cases  of  divorce  a  vifictUo,  or  of  civil  death,  us  where  the  husband  hiis 
abjnred  the  realm,  been  exiled  or  transported  for  crime,  or  where  he  was  a 
foreigner  at  the  time  of  marriage,  and  continued  to  reside  abroad  ;  but  the 
whole  current  of  American  authority,  as  well  as  recent  legislation  in  this 
country  and  England,  is  to  the  effect  that  where  the  husband  abandons  his 
wife  permanently  and  neglects  or  refuses  to  support  her.  but  compels  her  to 
my^TitJMn  herself,  under  such  circumstances  and  length  of  time  as  to  show  a 
renunciation  of  his  marital  rights,  and  a  separation  de  faeto,  she  may  act  as  a 
/tm^  «o^,  in  making  contracts  relating  to  her  property  interests,  as  well  as  to 
sue  and  be  sued. 

"This  exception  to  the  rigid  rule  of  the  common  law  is  dictated  in  the 
Interest  of  the  abandoned  wife,  by  public  policy,  common  humanity,  and 
natural  justice,  in  order  that  the  wife  may  provide  herself  with  that  support 
and  protection  which  is  denied  her  by  a  faithless  husband. 

••  Schouler's  Domestic  Relations.  295,  says  '  The  current  of  American 
aotbority,  legislative  and  judicial  alike,  decidedly  favors  so  just  a  doctrine. 
And  in  England,  recent  statutes  secure  to  married  women  privileges  to  a  simi- 
lar extent,  under  like  circumstances.'  See.  also,  Anderson  v.  Jarobson,  66  111. 
S22. 

'  *  In  making  this  deed,  Mrs.  Mayhugh  acted,  as  well  as  she  might,  as  a  femv 
9oU,  and  in  order  to  make  the  sale,  represented  herself  as  such.  So  far  as 
appears,  she  received  an  adequate  consideration  for  the  sale.  The  contract 
was  fully  excH^uted  on  both  sides,  as  she  then  supposed. 

She  does  not  offer  to  rescind,  by  tendering  back  the  eonsiderution  :  but 
Vol.  XLIX  — 12 
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retains  the  fruit  of  lier  contract,  while  treating  it  as  a  nullity.  In  the  mean- 
time, her  grantee,  acting,  a^  we  may  presume,  on  the  faith  of  representation 
and  covenants,  had  improved  the  property,  and  conveyed  it  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser, for  value  —  the  present  plaintiff  in  error. 

*'  If  this  were  an  executory  contract  to  convey,  and  the  purchaser  sought  to 
enforce  a  conveyance  upon  payment  of  the  consideration,  equity  might  refuse 
to  do  so  :  but  where  she  has  received  the  consideration,  and  executed  the  con- 
tract, as  far  as  she  had  capacity  to  do  so,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  aid  her  to 
repudiate  it.  This  principle  was  recognized  in  Meiley  v.  Butler,  26  Ohio  St. 
585.  There  the  wife,  who  was  living  with  her  husband,  induced  a  buyer  to 
purchase  lands  owned  in  her  own  right,  by  verbally  agreeing  tliat  a  debt,  due 
from  her  husl>and  to  the  purchaser,  should  be  taken  in  part  payment.  It  was 
held  that  after  such  purchase,  and  a  conveyance  by  her.  she  could  not  repu- 
diate this  contract  as  to  her  husband's  debt,  and  collect  the  entire  purchase - 
money.  As  against  the  purchaser  from  her.  she  was  estopped  by  her  verbal 
agreement,  although  under  the  disabilities  of  coverture. 

••  In  BuUock  v.  Oriffin,  1  Strobh.  Eq.  60.  it  appeared  that  during  coverture, 
and  after  the  .sale  of  the  husband's  lands,  the  wife,  by  agreement  with  the  pur- 
chaser, took  two  shares  as  an  equivalent  for  her  contingent  right  of  dower,  and 
retained  possession  of  them,  without  setting  up  any  further  claim  for  seven  or 
eight  years  after  discoverture.  The  court  refused  to  give  her  dower,  on  the 
ground  that  she  was  estopped. 

**So,  where  a  wife  joined  with  her  second  husband  in  the  conveyance  of 
land,  she  is  estopped  to  claim  dower  under  her  former  husband  in  the  land  so 
conveyed,     dsher  v.  Richardson,  29  Me.  415. 

"And  where  her  deed  was  void  by  reason  of  defective  execution,  but  as  exe- 
cutrix of  her  husband  she  brought  suit  to  recover  the  purchase-money  for  the 
land  conveyed  by  such  deed  during  coverture,  it  was  held  that  she  thereby 
affirmed  the  deed,  and  would  be  barred  from  claiming  dower.  Share  v. 
Aiuiersan,  7  S.  &  R.  42  ;  10  Am.  Dec.  421." 

*'  Upon  the  whole  therefore  we  conclude  that  under  the  facts  of  this  case, 
the  disabilities  of  coverture  were  in  fact  removed,  so  far  as  to  make  her  capa- 
ble  of  contracting,  and  suing,  and  being  sued.  At  least,  a  court  of  equity 
would  regard  her  as  a  feme  sole  ;  and  as  such,  bound  by  way  of  estoppel,  on 
her  executed  contracts  manifestly  made  for  her  benefit.  It  is  for  the  interest 
and  protection  of  a  wife,  thus  abandoned,  that  she  should  be  capable  of  acting 
as  a  feme  sole ;  and  while  the  rigid  and  harsh  rules  of  the  common  law,  as  it 
once  existed  in  this  State,  regarded  the  wife,  who  was  living  and  cohabiting 
with  her  husband,  as  under  or  protected  by  these  disabilities,  yet  where  such 
relation  has.  in  fact,  ceased  for  eight  years,  she  is  empowered  and  justified  in 
acting  as  a  feme  sole. 

"  Having  so  acted,  in  making  this  conveyance,  and  in  receiving  the  consid 
eration,  it  would  be  grossly  inequitable  to  allow  her  to  repudiate  her  contract 
after  having  enjoyed  its  fruits." 

In  Rieluson  v.  Simmons,  47  Mo.  20.  by  au  act  of  the  Missouri  legislature, 
a  husband  and  wife  were  declared  divorced,  aud  for  a  period  of  twenty  years 
afterward  lived  apart  and  ceased  to  intemiiHldle  with  the  affairs  of  each  other. 
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Boih  married  agun  and  brought  up  cUildreu  born  of  such  marriages,  built  up 
aep&rate  and  distinct  property,  and  trauMacted  their  business  without  regard  to 
any  previous  connection  between  them.  Held,  ^at  even  admitting  the  divorce 
ti>  be  illegal,  the  law  did  not  require  the  wift*,  after  her  second  marriage,  when 
sho  wished  to  dispose  of  her  separate  property,  to  prevail  on  her  former  hus- 
Ijund  to  join  in  the  conveyance,  while  he  professed  at  the  same  time  to  be  the 
buMlmnd  of  another  woman.  The  length  of  time  which  elapsed  after  the 
divopre.  and  the  manner  in  which  each  party  regarded  and  treated  the  other, 
operated  as  an  estoppel,  and  prf»eluded  them  from  interfering  with  the  affairs 
of  one  another. 

The  court  said  :  "By  the  common  law  the  wife  was  incapable  of  acting  or 
entering^  into  contracts  without  the  consent  of  the  husliand.  Whilst  covert 
she  labored  under  a  complete  and  total  disability  ;  but  certain  exceptions  were 
made  on  grounds  of  necessity  and  humanity.  Thus,  where  the  husband 
abjured  the  realm,  or  was  banished,  or  had  left  the  jurisdiction  of  the  country 
for  an  indefinite  time,  the  wife  was  allowed  to  act  as  a  feme,  sole  —  to  make 
contracts,  sue  and  be  sued,  ahd  also  devise  or  bequeath  her  property  by  last 
will  and  testament.  But  I  am  persuaded  that  there  is  little  analogy  between 
those  cases  and  this,  and  no  aid  can  be  derived  from  them.  After  the  divorce 
the  parties  continued  in  the  same  jurisdiction  :  they  have  resided  In  the  city 
of  St.  Ijouis  ever  since,  and  now  reside  in  it.  There  is  nothing  therefore 
whieh  briDgs  this  case  within  the  rejisons  of  the  authorities. 

•  From  all  the  investigation  that  I  have  given  to  the  case,  it  is  of  first  im- 
pression, »o  f ar  as  the  question  presented  is  concerned.  Now  the  record  shows 
tliat  since  1849,  a  period  of  twenty  years,  Mr.  Hill  and  Mrs.  Barclay  have  not 
only  lived  separate  and  apart,  but  they  have  ceased  to  intermeddle  with  the 
affairs  of  each  other.  With  mutual  concurrence  they  have  both  changed  their 
situation  in  life  :  each  has  married  and  brought  up  children,  built  up  separate 
and  distinct  property,  and  transacted  their  business  without  regard  to  any  pre 
Ttoos  connection  between  them. 

•*lt  may  be  reasonably  inferred  that  there  is  not  any  very  amicable  feeling 
of  relationship  existing  between  them.  Tmler  .such  circumstances  does  the  law 
demand  or  require  the  absurdity  of  Mrs.  Barclay,  when  she  wishes  to  disimse  of 
her  private  property,  going  to  Mr.  Hill  and  asking  him  to  join  in  the  convey- 
ance, when  at  the  same  time  he  professes  to  be  the  husband  of  another  woman  ? 
The  length  of  time  that  has  elapsed,  the  manner  in  which  each  party  has 
regarded  and  treated  the  other,  ought  to  operate  as  an  effectual  estoppel,  and 
preclude  either  party  from  an  attempt  to  intt^mieddle  in  the  affairs  of  the 
other. 

••For  ap%rard  of  twenty  years  Mr.  Hill,  .^o  far  as  his  relationship  toward 
Mrs.  Barclay  extends,  has  treated  her  as  a  feme  sole  ;  and  upon  no  principle 
of  justice  has  he  any  interest  in,  or  can  he  interfere  or  exert  any  control  over, 
her  property.  Mr.  Hill  is  not  here  claiming  any  right,  but  it  is  set  up  in 
defense  that  the  deed  is  not  valid  unless  he  joins  and  concurs. 

"Bat  T  am  not  of  this  opinion.  1  think  that  as  Mr.  Hill  has  voluntarily 
renonnoed  his  marital  rights,  and  by  a  course  of  policy  persisted  in  for  more 
than  twenty  ycsars,  has  led  Mrs.  Barclay  and  the  whole  world  to  believe  tluit 
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all  cxmtrol  or  intercut  on  his  part  bad  ceased  and  been  sarrendered,  be  can  no 
longer  be  a  party,  nor  need  he  be  consulted  in  any  disposi^n  she  may  see 
proper  to  make  of  her  property.  Any  other  conclusion  would  be  promotiTe 
of  injustice  and  lead  to  the  greatest  hardship." 


Bank  of  Soxoma  County  v.  Gove. 

(63  Ca».  856.) 

Negotwble  instrument  —  transfer  —  equities. 

An  indorser  of  an  accommodation  not<*  before  maturity  having  transferred 
the  note  after  maturity,  and  himself  not  being  affected  by  equities  between 
the  original  parties,  his  transferee  takt«»  the  note  free  from  such  equities. 


4CTI( 
Til 


4  CTION  on  a  promissory  note.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 
The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 


C\  V.  Gray,  for  appellant. 

A.  W,  Tliompnony  for  respondent. 

McKiNSTRY,  J.  The  appellant  Gove  made  his  promissory 
note  for  $800  to  defendant  Stuart,  who  indorsed  it  before 
maturity  to  the  National  Gold  Bank  and  Trust  Company.  The 
bank  discounted  the  note  in  the  regular  course  of  its  business. 
After  maturity,  the  bank  for  a  valuable  consideration  transferrer! 
the  note  to  E.  W.  Steele.  Subsequently  Gove,  the  maker,  paid  to 
Steele  one-half  the  sum  then  due  u}>on  the  note,  claiming  that  jis 
between  himself  and  Stuart  the  instrument  was  an  accommodation, 
and  ejieh  was  liable  to  the  other  for  one-half  only.  Steele  refused 
to  recognize  the  alleged  claim,  but  consented  to  receive  the  sum 
])aid  as  a  partial  payment,  and  such  sum  was  indorsed  as  a  payment 
in  the  usual  manner.  Afterward  Steele  transferred  the  same  for 
value  to  the  plaintiff. 

As  between  themselves  there  wjis  an  agreement  between  (rove 
and  Stuart  that  each  should  pay  one-half  the  note,  but  of  this 
neither  the  National  bank,  Steele,  nor  the  plaintiff,  had  notice 
when  they  respectively  bought  the  note. 

This  action  was  commenced  August  30,  1877.  Defendant 
Sru.irt   wjijj  discharofed  from  his  debts  under  the  insolvent  laws 
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June  27,  1879,  and  judgment  went  for  liim  in  the  court  below. 
That  court  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance 
due  against  the  api>ellant  Gove. 

Upon  this  sUitv  of  facts,  it  is  contended  by  appellant  the  judg- 
ment should  be  reversed,  because  plaintiff  was  chargeable  with 
notice  that  the  note  wjis  an  accommodation  note,  and  that  the 
maker  had  paid  all  he  was  lia])le  to  i>ay  to  Steele.  Api)ellant  relies 
apon  the  proposition  laid  down  in  Vinton  v.  Croive,  4  Cal.  309, 
and  approved  in  Hay  ward  v.  Stearns^  30  id.  58.  In  the  first  of 
these  cases  the  proposition  is  thus  stated:  **A  negotiable  note, 
taken  by  the  holder  after  its  maturity,  is  taken  subject  to  all  sub- 
sisting equities  between  the  maker  and  payee,  but  not  such  as 
subsisted  between  the  maker  and  any  intermediate  holder." 

'I'he  facts  in  Vinton  v.  Crowe  are  not  reported,  but  \\\  Hayward 
V.  Stearns  the  defense  relied  upon  the  fact  that  while  the  note 
remained  in  the  hands  of  Turner,  who  took  after  it  wjis  overdue, 
the  latter  became  indebted  to  the  nuiker  in  a  sum  gi-eater  than 
the  amount  of  the  note.  There  can  b<^  no  doubt  the  law  was 
projierly  applied  in  that  civse,  and  it  must  be  supposed  that  the 
facts  in  Vinton  v.  Crowe  were  analogous.  At  all  events,  the 
giMieral  language  employed  by  tlie  court  is  not  to  be  interpreted 
;w  establishing  that  every  indorsee  who  takes  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment after  maturity  is  bound  by  the  equities  subsisting  between 
the  payer  and  payee :  if  indeed  the  fact,  that  as  in  the  case 
before  us,  the  note  was  made  for  the  mutual  accommodation  of 
the  original  parties,  can  be  considered  as  an  equity  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule. 

'''It  is  a  settled  principle  that  if  the  party  who  transferred  the 
instmraent  to  the  holder  acquired  the  note  before  maturity,  and 
was  himself  unaffected  by  any  infirmity  in  it,  the  holder  acquires 
as  good  a  title  as  he  held,  although  it  were  overdue  and  dishon- 
ored at  the  time  of.  the  transfer."  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.,  §  736,  citing 
xnanv  American  cases  ;  Chitty  Bills  (13th  Am.  ed.),  250;  9  Ex.690. 
Here  the  note  was  discounted  by  the  National  bank  before  it 
became  dne,  without  notice  of  the  agreement  between  the  original 

parties. 

In  England  it  is  well  established  that  the  general  rule,  that  the 
purchaser  of  overdue  paper  can  stand  in  no  better  position  than 
his  transferrer,  does  not  apply  so  far  as  to  invalidate  bills  and 
notes  drawn,  indorsed,  or  accepted  for  ficoommodation,  overdue  at 
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the  time  they  are  negotiated  or  transferred,  it  being  considered 
that  parties  to  accommodation  paper  hold  themselves  out  to  the 
public  by  their  signatures,  to  be  bound  to  every  person  who  shall 
take  the  same  for  value,  the  same  as  if  it  were  paid  to  themselves. 
And  the  fact  that  the  purchaser  knew  that  the  paper  was  so  drawn, 
indorsed,  or  accepted  for  accommodation,  does  not  weaken  liis 
position.  9  Ex.  690.  But  inasmuch  as  the  decisions  in  the 
United  States  do  not  uniformly  follow  the  English  rule,  and  as  the 
facts  of  the  case  at  bar  do  not  demand  a  decision  of  the  question, 
we  express  no  opinion  with  respect  to  this  last  point. 

Judgment  and  order  affirmed. 

Affirmed. 

Ross,  J.,  concurred;  McKee,  J.,  concurred  in  the  judgment. 


BRTCE  v.   JOYNT. 

(68  Cat  875.) 

Btidenee  —  of  partnenfUp  —  firm  book$. 

To  prove  a  partnership  the  partnership-books  alone  are  not  competent  evi- 
dence, bat  in  connection  witli  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  partnership  and 
access  to  and  knowledge  of  the  books,  are  competent. 

fPHE  opinion  states  the  case. 

E.   W,  McGraw,  for  appellant. 

Chickering  i&  Hwmas  and  Wvi.  M,  Pierson,  for  respondents. 

McKee,  J.  In  this  case  the  only  issue  raised  by  the  implead- 
ings  involved  the  question  :  Whether  Oren  Joynt,  the  appellant, 
was  at  the  dates  of  the  transactions  iji  controversy  a  copartner 
with  the  other  defendants  in  the  firm  of  Hubard  Ward  &  Company. 
The  transactions  with  the  company  took  place  in  March,  1877. 

At  tlie  trial  of  the  issue,  after  evidence  had  been  given  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs,  tending  to  prove  that  on  the  first  of  March,  1S7C, 
Oren  Joynt,  George  C.  Joynt  and  Hubard  Ward  formed  a  ))artner- 
ship,  under  the  firm  name  of  Hubard  Ward  &  Co.,  and  that  in 
Mareli,  1877,  Oren  Joynt  wjis  still  a  member  of  the  firm  and  con- 
tinued therein  until  the  faihire  of   the  firm  in  the  fall  of   1877, 
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counsel  for  the  plaintiflfe  proved  the  identity  of  the  cash-book, 
journal  and  ledger  of  the  firm,  and  in  connection  therewith  gave 
evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  defendant,  during  the  years 
1876-77,  had  had  access  to  the  books,  and  on  several  occasions  had 
examined  them  and  caused  balance  sheets  to  be  taken  from  them 
and  rendered  to  him.  Upon  that  evidence  the  plaintiffs  then 
offered  some  of  the  entries  in  the  books  and  the  books  themselves 
lis  evidence,  and  over  the  objections  of  the  defendant  the  court 
Hdmitted  them  and  the  ruling  is  assigned  as  error. 

In  and  of  themselves  the  books  were  not  admissible  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  partnership.  Until  there  was  evidence  of  the  fact, 
at  the  times  of  the  entries  on  the  books,  the  entries  are  to  be 
regarded  as  res  inter  dlioSy  mere  declarations  of  a  third  person,  not 
made  under  oath,  which  are  not  binding  and  are  inadmissible  to 
prove  the  fact.  Partnership,  like  agency,  must  be  proved  by  evi- 
dence aliunde.  But  when  there  is  such  evidence,  sufficient  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court  to  lay  the  foundation  for  the  admission  of 
corroborative  evidence,  then  the  books  and  the  entries  therein  may 
be  admitted  as  the  acts  and  declarations  of  parties  between  whom 
such  a  relationship  exists.  Abbott  v.  Pearson,  130  Mass.  191  ; 
Robins  V.  Wardey  111  id.  244  :  McNeiWs  ExWs  v.  Reynolds,  9  Ala. 
313. 

The  case  of  Hale  v.  Brennan,  23  Cal.  512,  like  the  case  in  hand, 
involved  a  question  of  partnership,  t.  e.,  whether  there  existed, 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  testator  of  the  defendant  in  the  case,  a 
copartnership  in  the  business  of  keeping  a  hotel.     At  the  trial  it  wafi 
admitted  that  the  plaintiff  was  owner  of  one-half  of  the  hotel ;  evi- 
dence was  also  given  tending  to  prove  that  the  business  had  been 
carried   on  and  the  books  kept  in  the  name  of  the  '*  Santa  Cruz 
Hotel ; "  that  the  entries  in  the  books  had  been  made  by  the 
testator  and  the  clerk  of  the  hotel,  arid  that  after  the  death  of  the 
testator  the  plaintiff  had  taken  possession  of  the  books.     Upon  that 
proof  the  books  were  offered  and  admitted  in  evidence,  and  it  was 
held  they  were  properly  admitted.     **  They  may,"  say  the  court, 
"  have  oflfered  very  little  evidence  upon  the  main  question  ;    * 
♦     ♦      but  if  they  afforded  any  they  were  admissible." 
[Minor  matters  omitted.] 
Judgment  and  order  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
McKiN^STRT  and  Ross,  JJ.,  concur. 
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Eggers  V.  HlNK. 

(83  Cftl.  44S.) 
Trade-nuirk  —  ' *  Phiiudflphia  beer.** 

A  business  sign  with  a  row  of  beer  barrels  painted  on  it,  with  the  letters  "  P. 
R."  on  the  heads,  the  words  "  Depot  of  the  Celebrated  *'  above,  and  the  words 
'•  Philadelphia  Beer"  below,  cannot  be  protected  as  a  trade  mark  per  $e,* 


4(T 


('TIOX  for  violation  of  ii  trade-mark.    The  opinion  states  the 
ase.     Tlie  defendant  had  judgment  below. 


John  H.  Dickinson,  for  api>ellant. 
William  Levinton  and  T,  D,  Riordan,  for  respondent. 

Per  Cuuiam.  The  action  is  to  recover  damages  for  a  violation 
of  the  plaintiif's  alleged  trade-mark,  and  to  restrain  the  use  of  it 
by  the  defendant  in  the  future.  The  sufficiency  of  the  complaint 
is  the  question  for  considemtion.  According  to  its  averments  the 
phiintiif  is  engaged  in  conducting  a  saloon  business  in  the  city  and 
<^ounty  of  San  Francisco,  particularly  for  the  sale  of  a  certain  kind 
of  beer  known  as  Philadelphia  beer;  and  what  he  seeks  to  protect 
as  a  trade-mark,  and  which  is  used  by  him  as  a  sign  over  the  doors 
of  his  place  of  business,  and  as  a  label  for  the  beer  bottled  by  him, 
consists  of  a  row  of  beer  barrels  so  painted  upon  the  sign  and 
printed  upon  the  labels  as  to  show  the  top-head  and  outline  of  each 
barrel,  with  the  lettere  **  P.  B."  indicating  and  standing  for  Phila- 
delphia beer,  stamped  or  printed  upon  the  head  of  each  barrel, 
tojjether  with  the  words  **  Depot  of  the  Celebrated  "  over,  and  the 
words  **  Philadelphia  Lager  Beer  "  below  the  row  of  barrels.  The 
iwi  of  the  defendant  complained  of  is  the  erection  by  him  over  his 
phwic  of  business  of  a  sign  similar  to  that  of  the  plaintiff,  the  chief 
difference  being  the  insertion  of  the  letters  "F.  B.,"  indicating 
jind  standing  for  **  Fredericksburger  beer,"  in  lieu  of  the  letters 
**  P.  B.,"  and  the  insertion  of  the  word  *'  Fredericksburger  "  where 
the  word  **  Philadelphia"  appears  on  the  sign  and  label  of  the 
plaintiff. 

*  S«'««  note  and  references,  47  Ain.  Rep.  648  ;  Desmond's  Appcftl,  ;>  >  t 
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The  object  of  a  trade-mark  is  to  indicate  by  its  own  meaning,  or 
by  assooiation,  the  origin  or  ownership  of  the  article  to  which  it  is 
applied.      Section  991  of  our  Civil  Code  provides: 

**  One  who  producer  or  deals  in  a  particular  thing,  or  conducts  a 
particalar  business,  may  appropriate  to  Iiis  exclusive  use,  as  a  trade- 
mark, any  form,  symbol,  or  name,  which  has  not  been  so  appro- 
priated by  another,  to  designate  the  origin  or  ownership  thereof, 
but  he  cannot  exclusively  appropriate  any  designation,  or  part  of  a 
designation,  which  relates  only  to  the  name,  quality,  or  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  thing  or  business,  or  the  place  where  the  thing  is  pro- 
duced, or  the  business  is  carried  on."  And  by  section  3196  of  the 
Political  Code  it  is  declared: 

*'  The  phrase  *  trade-mark '  as  used  in  this  chapter  includes  every 
description  of  word,  letter,  device,  emblem,  stamp,  imprint,  brand 
printed  ticket,  label  or  wrapper,  usually  afiSxed  by  any  mechanic, 
manufactnrer,   dmggist,  merchant   or  tradesman,  to  denote  any 
goods  to  be  imported,  manufactured,  produced,  compounded,  or 
sold  by  him,  other  than  any  name,  word,  or  expression  generally 
denoting  any  goods  to  be  of  some  particular  class  or  description." 
We  do  not  perceive  that  either  the  letters  or  words  upon  the 
plaintiff's  sign  or  label,  or  the  device  as  a  whole,  in  any  manner 
indicated  origin  or  ownership.     A  sign  placed  over  a  man's  place 
of  business  with  a  row  of  beer  barrels  painted  on  it  would  indicate 
that  he  sold  beer;  the  letters  ''  P.  B."  stamped  on  the  head  of  the 
barrels,  and  the  words  "  Depot  of  the  Celebrated  "  placed  above, 
and  the  words  ''  Philadelphia  Beer  "  placed  below  the  row  of  bar- 
i^ls,  would   indicate  that  he  sold  Philadelphia  beer.     It  does  not 
wpear  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  manufacturer  of  the  Philadelphia 
beer  or  the  sole  agent  for  its  sale.     For  ought  that  appears  any 
one  else  has  as  much  right  to  sell  Philadelphia  beer  as  the  plaint- 
iff.    In  our  opinion  the  sign  and  label  of  the  plaintiff  relates  only 
to  the  deaoription  of  the  beverage  dealt  in  by  him,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  protected  as  a  trade-mark. 

Judgment  afflrmed. 
Toi^UCCC— 18 
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OiTT    AKD    OOUNTT    OF    SaN    PrANCISCO  V.    OeNTBAL   PaOIFIO 

Bailroad  Company. 

(68  Cal.  467.) 

ChfiMUtutional  law  —  conHruction  —  "  roadway,  roadbed" 

Steamers  used  by  a  railroad  companj  in  transporting  freight  cars  across  water 
intervening  between  the  termini  of  the  tracks  are  not  taxable  as  a  part  of 
the  "roadway "or  "roadbed." 

rpHE  opinion  states  the  case. 

McAUisUr  <6  Bergin,  for  appellant. 

WaUer  H,  Levy,  for  respondent. 

Thobnton,  J.  The  decision  in  this  case  is  as  follows  :  "First. 
That  the  assessments  mentioned  in  the  complaint  in  said  action 
were  made  in  due  form,  and  at  the  proper  time,  by  the  assessor  of 
the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco  ;  and  all  the  forms  of  law  in 
relation  to  the  assessment  of  property  for  taxation  in  said  county 
haye  been  complied  with  on  the  part  of  said  assessor. 

''Second.  That  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  existing  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  of  this  State,  and  as  such  is 
now,  and  for  many  years  last  past  has  been,  the  owner  of  a  line  of 
railroad  known  as  the  Central  Pacific  railroad,  extending  from  a 
point  inthe  city  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  State  of  Oalifomia,  to 
Ogden,  in  the  Territory  of  Utah  ;  that  the  length  of  said  road  in 
the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco  is  four  miles  from  a  point 
within  said  city  to  the  eastern  shore  of  the  southern  arm  of  the  bay 
of  San  Francisco;  that  from  said  point  on  the  eastern  shore  of 
the  bay  of  San  Francisco,  to  a  point  on  the  western  shore  of  said 
bay,  where  the  railway  of  defendant  again  commences,  is  about 
twelve  miles  ;  that  across  said  bay  no  line  of  railroad  has  been  con- 
structed ;  and  freight  and  passengers  carried  upon  said  road  are 
taken  across  said  bay  upon  steam  ferry-boats ;  that  for  more  than 
four  years  last  past,  the  defendant  has  owned  and  possessed  the  two 
steamers,  to-wit,  the  Thoroughfare  and  Transit,  mentioned  in 
plaintiff's  complaint ;  that  said  steamers  now  are,  and  ever  have 
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been,  respectively,  of  the  burden  of  one  thousand  fiye  hundred  and 
sixty-six  and  one  thousand  and  twelve  tons,  and  are  vessels  entitled 
to  be  and  are,  and  for  more  than  four  years  last  past  have  been,  en- 
rolled and  registered  in  the  port  and  harbor  of  San  Francisco  ;  that 
upon  the  decks  of  said  vessels  are  laid  railroad  tracks,  and  the  said 
Tessels  now  are,  and  for  more  than  four  years  last  past  have  been, 
exclusively  used  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  the  cars  pf  the  de- 
fendant, and  used  in  operating  the  said  railroad  across  said  bay  of 
San  Francisco,  from  the  road  of  defendant  on  the  eastern  shore  to 
the  same  upon  the  western  shore  and  for  no  other  purpose. 

'*  And  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  from  the  foregoing  facts,  the 
court  finds  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant herein  for  the  sum  of  $1,039.70  and  costs.  ! 
**  And  judgment  therefor  is  hereby  rendered  and  directed  to  b^ 
entered." 

The  sole  question  presented  for  decision  herein  is  whether  the 
steamers  Thoroughfare  and  Transit  mentioned  in  the  above  find- 
ings are  to  be  assessed  by  the  assessor  of  the  city  and  county  of 
San  Francisco  or  by  the  State  board  of  equalization. 

The  property  to  be  assessed  by  the  board  is  defined  in  the 
10th  section  of  article  9  of  the  Constitution  of  1879.  It  is  the 
franchise,  roadway,  roadbed,  rails  and  rolling  stock  of  all  railroads 
operated  in  more  than  one  county  in  the  State. 

All  property,  other  than  the  above-mentioned,  is  to  be  assessed 
by  the  local  assessors.     Are  the  steamers  above  named  embraced 
within  the  category  of  property  named  in  the  section  above  re- 
ferred to  ?    The  relation  of  such  steamers  to  the  Central  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  is  set  forth  in  the  findings.     They  are  certainly 
not  the  franchise  of  the  defendant  corporation.     They  may  consti- 
tute an  element  to  be  taken  into  the  computation  to  arrive  at  the 
value  of  the  franchise  of  such  corporation,  but  they  are  not  such 
franchise.     It  is  equally  as  clear  that  they  are  not  rails  or  rolling 
stock.     These  words  are  to  be  construed  according  to  their  ordinary 
and  popular  meaning,  and  we  do  not  think  that  it  would  be  con- 
tended that  rails  or  rolling  stock  in  their  ordinary  and  popular  sig- 
nification include  the  steamers  above  mentioned.     Are  they  then 
embraced  within  the  words  roadway  or  roadbed,  in  the  ordinary 
and  popular  acceptation  of  such  words,  as  applied  to  railroads  ? 
-These  two  words,  a$  applied  to  common  roads,  ordinarily  mean  the 
same  thing,  but  as  applied*  to  railroads  their  meaning  is  not  the 
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same.  The  roadbed,  referred  to  in  section  10,  in  our  judgment, 
is  the  bed  or  foundation  on  which  the  superstructure  of  the  railroad 
rests.  Such  is  the  definition  giren  by  both  Worcester  und  Webster, 
and  we  think  it  correct.  The  roadway  has  a  more  extended  sig- 
nification as  applied  to  railroads.  In  addition  to  the  part  denomi- 
nated roadbed,  the  roadway  includes  whatever  space  of  ground  the 
company  ^is  allowed  by  law  in  which  to  construct  its  roadbed  and 
lay  its  track.  Such  space  is  defined  in  subdivision  4  of  the  17th 
section  and  the  20th  section  of  the  act  *'to  provide  for  the  incor- 
poration of  railroad  companies,  etc.,  approved  May  20,  1861. 
Stats.  1861,  p.  607 ;  San  Francisco,  eic,  R.  Co.  v.  State  Board,  60 
Cal.  12. 

With  these  views  of  the  signification  of  the  words  roadway  and 
roadbed,  we  do  not  think  they  include  the  steamers  above  named, 
and  therefore  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  assessment  of  the  steamers 
above  mentioned  pertained  to  the  local  assessor,  and  was  properly 
made  by  the  assessor  of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Mtbiok,  McKse,  McKinstry  and  Shaepstein,  JJ.,  concurred. 


TlNaER   V.    MOONEY. 

(68  Oal.  680.) 

Adverse  possesion  —  tenants  in  common. 

Where  a  tenant  in  common  conveys  the  whole  land  to  a  third  person,  and  the 
grantee  records  the  deed  and  enters  under  it,  makes  valuable  improvements, 
pays  the  taxes,  and  receives  the  rents  and  profits  without  offering  to  account, 
the  cotenant  is  chargeable  with  actual  notice,  and  the  possession  is  effectual 
against  Mm. 

A  GTION  to  recover  land.    The  opinion  states  the  faots. 

Masticky  Bdcher  di  Mastick  and  Roche  A  Desbeck,  for  appellants. 

Wm.  H.  Sharp,  for  respondent. 

Thorntoh,  J.     This  is  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  an  un- 
divided half  of  a  lot  of  land  situate  in  the  city  and  county  of  San 
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Francisco,  to  which  the  statute  of  limitations  was  pleaded.  The 
coort  held  against  the  defendants  on  this  plea,  and  judgment  passed 
for  plaintifE.  The  defendants  moyed  for  a  new  trial,  which  was 
denied.  One  of  the  grounds  on  which  this  motion  was  denied  was 
the  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  finding  on  the  issue 
joined  on  the  plea  of  the  statute  above  mentioned. 

The  findings  of  fact,  so  far  as  they  are  adverted  to  or  necessary  to 
be  remarked  on  herein,  are  as  follows  : 

"  1,  That  one  Frederick  S.  Sproul,  on  the  1st  day  of  December, 
in  the  year  1863,  was  the  owner  in  fee  and  in  possession  of  the  lot 
of  land  described  in  the  complaint  in  this  action. 

"2.  That  said  Frederick  S.  Sproul  and  Phebe  C,  his  wife,  on 
the  27th  day  of  February,  in  the  year  1865,  granted,  bargained  and 
sold  said  premises  to  James  Brokaw  and  J.  W.  Metcalf,  by  deed 
duly  recorded  on  the  same  day,  who  entered  into  the  possession  of 
said  premises  under  said  deed. 

"  3.  That  said  Frederick  S.  Sproul,  Phebe  C.  Sproul,  his  wife, 
and  James  Brokaw,  on  the  2d  day  of  January,  in  the  year  1867, 
granted,  bargained  and  sold  said  premises  to  Thomas  Mooney,  who 
entered  into  the  possession  of  said  premises  under  said  deed,  and 
while  he  held  the  same  paid  the  city,  county  and  State  taxes  levied 
thereon,  added  to  the  improvements  thereon,  and  received  the 
rents  and  profits  thereol 

*'  4.  That  said  Thomas  Mooney,  on  the  15th  day  of  December, 
in  the  year  1868,  made  a  deed  of  gift  of  said  premises  to  his  wife, 
Emily  Mooney,  one  of  the  defendants  in  this  action,  which  deed 
was  duly  recorded  on  said  last  named  day.  That  said  defendant 
entered  into  possession  of  said  premises  under  said  deed,  and  has 
ever  since  held  the  possession  thereof  by  herself  or  tenants,  and  re- 
ceived the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  paid  the  city,  county  and 
State  taxes  imposed  thereon. 

"  5.  That  said  J.  W.  Metcalf,  ou  the  13th  day  of  November,  in 
the  year  1880,  by  deed  duly  acknowledged  and  I'ecorded,  granted, 
bargained  and  sold  the  undivided  one-half  of  the  premises  described 
in  said  complaint  to  the  plaintiff. 

"  6.  That  the  defendants,  on  the  4th  day  of  March,  in  the  year 
1881,  ousted  the  plaintiff,  and  denied  his  title  to  the  premises  de- 
Bcribed  in  said  complaint,  and  in  and  to  every  part  thereof." 

The  court,  it  will  be  observed,  finds  that  the  plaintiff  was  ousted 
or  disseised  on  the  4th  day  of  March,  1881.     The  denial  of  the 
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title,  also  found,  is  either  a  mere  evidential  or  probative  fact,  hav- 
ing no  projier  place  in  a  finding  of  facts,  or  if  it  has,  is  of  the  same 
purport  with  the  fact  of  ouster  previously  found.  In  this  latter 
view,  it  is  a  mere  repetition  of  the  finding  of  ouster,  and  need  not 
be  further  noticed. 

It  is  contended  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  disseisin  or 
ouster  of  plaintiff  by  defendants  was  at  a  much  earlier  day  ;  in  fact, 
that  the  testimony  establishes  that  the  ouster  occurred  on  the  entry 
of  Thomas  Mooney  under  the  deed  executed  to  him  on  the  2d  day 
of  January,  1867  (see  finding  three),  by  Sproul  and  wife  and 
Brokaw. 

To  set  the  statute  of  limitations  in  motion  there  must  be  a  hos- 
tile possession,  open  and  notorious  or  accompanied  by  such  circum- 
stances as  are  calculated  to  make  it  notorious.  Qrimm  v.  Curley, 
43  Cal.  251  ;  Thompson  v.  Ptoche,  44  id.  508.  This  accords  with 
the  definition  of  disseisin,  which  Blacks  tone  defines  to  be  "a  wrong- 
ful putting  out  of  him  who  hath  the  freehold."  3  Bl.  Com.  169  — 
and  so,  Littleton  and  Coke.  The  definition  of  the  former  is 
"  where  a  man  entereth  into  any  lands  or  tenements  where  his  en- 
trance is  not  congeable  and  ousteth  him  who  hath  the  freehold." 
Co.  Litt.  279.  Coke  defines  it  as  **  the  putting  a  man  out  of  pos- 
session, and  ever  implieth  a  wrong."  Co.  Litt.  153.  It  must  be 
with  intent  to  usurp  the  place  of  the  true  owner,  and  put  him  out 
of  possession.  Lord  Mansfield  in  Taylor  v.  Horde,  said  that 
disseizin  at  common  law  "signified  some  mode  or  other  of  turning 
the  tenant  out  of  his  tenure,  and  usurping  his  place  and  feudal  re- 
lation," from  which  it  followed,  that  if  the  disseisor  died  seised,  the 
descent  to  his  heir  gave  him  the  right  of  possession,  and  tolled  or 
took  away  the  true  owner's  entry.  Taylor  v.  Horde,  1  Burr.  60. 
This  was  said  of  actual  disseisins,  or  disseisins  in  spite  of  the  owner, 
and  not  of  disseisins  at  the  election  of  the  owner,  which  were  allowed 
to  the  owner  for  the  sake  of  the  remedy  by  assize  of  novel  disseisin. 
This  actual  disseisin  is  the  species  of  ouster  or  dispossession  by  re- 
ference to  which  adverse  possession  is  defined  and  illustrated.  The 
last  class  of  disseisins  above  mentioned  need  not  be  further  noticed. 

In  fine,  we  think  thattheauthorities  justify  our  saying  that  every 
dispossession  of  the  true  owner,  whether  by  force  or  fraud,  by  violent 
or  peaceful  means,  and  an  open  or  notorious  occupation  under  claim 
of  title  in  the  person  who  disposse8es,is  a  disseizin  or  ouster  (disseisin 
is  but  a  si>ecies  of  ouster,  see  2  Bl.  Com.)  sufficient  to  set  in  motion 
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the  statute  of  limitations  and  constitutes  an  adverse  possession, 
which  when  it  continues  for  the  period  of  time  prescribed  by  statute 
bars  the  owner  of  his  right  to  recover. 

Now  the  possession  of  one  tenant  in  common  is  the  possession  of 
his  co-tenant.  Such  possession  by  one  tenant  has  no  element  of 
hostility  to  the  right  of  his  co-tenant  The  co-tenant  out  of  pos- 
session is  not  informed  by  such  possession  that  it  has  any  adverse 
cbaracter.  Such  a  possession  under  claim  of  title  adverse  to  the  co- 
tenant,  bat  not  manifested  to  him  by  the  conduct  of  the  possessor  of 
a  character  to  notify  the  co-tenant  of  its  adverse  nature,  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  set  the  statute  in  operation  as  between  tenants  in  common. 
The  co-tenant  must  in  some  way  be  notified  of  the  adverse  holding,- 
in  order  to  be  prejudiced  by  it.  This  may  be  by  actual  notice,  or  by 
Bcta  or  declarations  so  open  and  notorious  that  it  may  be  inferred 
that  the  co-tenant  had  knowledge  of  them.  This  rule  and  the  reason 
on  which  it  is  founded  is  well  stated  in  Miller  v.  Myers,  46  Oal.  63^, 
referring  to  the  tenant  out  of  possession  in  these  words  :  "But  until 
he  has  notice,  either  actual  or  constructive  in  some  form,  that  the 
possession  of  his  cotenant  has  become  hostile,  it  will  be  deemed  in 
law  to  have  been  amicable,  notwithstanding  the  tenant  in  possession 
may  in  fact  have  been  holding  adversely.  If  the  rule  were  otherwise 
the  tenant  out  of  possession  might  be  disseised  and  lose  his  remedy 
by  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  without  notice  that  the 
possession  of  his  cotenant  had  become  hostile.  To  avoid  this  in- 
justice, the  law  deems  the  possession  to  have  continued  amicable 
until  the  tenant  out  of  possession  has  in  some  method  been  notified 
that  it  has  become  hostile." 

The  adverse  character  of  the  possession  must  in  every  case  be 
manifested  to  the  owner.    The  owner  must  be  notified  in  some  way 
that  the  possession  is  hostile  to  his  claim,  or  the  statute  does  not 
operate  on  his  right.  See  remarks  in  opinion  in  Thompson  v.  Pioche, 
44  Cal.  517,  518;  Trustees,  etc.,  Town  of  Fort  Hampton,  v.  Kirk,  84 
N.  Y.  220  ;  s.  c,  38  Am.  Eep.  505  ;  Oulver  v.  Rhodes,  87  N.  Y. 
354  ;  AbeU  v.  Harris,  11  Gill.  &  J.  371,  per  Dorset,  J.  As  was  said 
in  the  case  cited  from  84  N.  Y.,  per  Andrews,  J,  "the  object  of 
the  statute  defining  the  acts  essential  to  constitute  an  adverse  pos- 
session is  that  the  real  owner  may  by  unequivocal  acts  of  the  disseisor 
have  notice  of  the  hostile  claim  and  be  thereby  called  upon  to  assert 
his   legal   title."    Hence  an  open  and  notorious  occupation  with 
hostile  intent  is  a  necessary  constituent  of  an  adverse  possession. 
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Neither  a  hostile  intent  without  such  occupation,  nor  such  occupa* 
tion  without  hostile  intent,  is  sufficient  The  case  of  tenants  in 
common  is  no  exception  to  this  rule.  The  evidence  required  is  of  a 
different  character,  from  the  legal  character  of  the  tenure,  tenants 
in  common  being  seized  per  my  et  per  tout  and  the  actual  occupation 
of  one  tenant  of  the  entire  tract  having  no  element  of  hostility  to 
his  cotenant  Such  occupation  with  user  of  the  land  for  husbandry, 
or  of  any  kind,  is  reconcilable  with  right  and  in  harmony  with  the 
legal  aspects  of  the  tenure.  Hence  there  must  be  some  conduct  of 
the  occupying  tenant,  evidenced  by  acts  or  declarations  or  both,  in 
its  nature  and  essence  hostile  to  the  title  of  the  tenant  out  of  pos- 
•  session,  and  imparting  knowledge  of  such  hostility  to  the  latter  to 
affect  his  right.     Portie  v.  mil,  3  Tex.  278. 

The  important  question  here  is,  does  the  evidence  show  an  ouster 
prior  to  the  date  at  which  it  is  found,  and  an  adverse  possession  of 
sufficient  duration  to  bar  the  plaintiff's  action  ? 

The  facts  found  are  set  forth  above,  together  with  the  further  fact 
not  proved,  that  Emily  Mooney  paid  the  taxes  during  the  whole  time 
that  she  was  in  possession.  We  do  not  say  this  payment  of  taxes 
was  proved,  because  the  biU  of  exceptions  shows  that  the  offer  was 
made  to  prove  it,  and  it  was  ruled  out,  except  as  to  the  fact 
of  payment  since  March,  1878,  when  the  proviso  to  section  325  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  went  into  operation.  The  payment  of 
taxes,  it  seems,  is,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  competent 
evidence,  along  with  the  other  facts  admitted,  to  show  the  char- 
acter of  the  holding  by  the  party  in  possession,  that  it  was  adverse 
and  under  claim  of  title.     Keyser  v.  Evans,  30  Penn.  St.  509. 

The  evidence  shows  the  entry  by  Thomas  Mooney  under  a  deed 
executed  to  him  by  Sproul  and  wife,  and  Brokaw,  convejdng  the 
whole  premises,  which  deed  was  duly  recorded  soon  after  its  exe- 
cution. This  is  strong  evidence  of  an  ouster  or  disseisin.  It 
bears  the  appearance  of  a  declaration  by  the  grantee  that  his  entry 
under  the  deed  is  for  himself  exclusively,  and  not  for  another,  that 
he  enters  in  his  own  exclusive  right.  In  Preseott  v.  Nevers,  4 
Mas.  330,  Judge  Story,  in  discussing  the  subject  of  the  ouster  of 
one  tenant  in  common  by  another,  used  this  language  :  "  I  take 
the  principle  of  law  to  be  clear,  that  where  a  person  enters  into 
land  by  a  recorded  deed,  his  entry  and  possession  are  referred  to 
such  title ;  and  that  he  is  deemed  to  have  a  seisin  of  the  land 
co-extensive  with  the  boundaries  stated  in  his  deed,  where  there 
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is  no  open  adverse  possession  of  the  land  so  described  in  any  other 
person."  This  was  said  in  1827.  Afterward,  at  the  January 
termy  1845,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  same 
learned  jurist,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Clymer^s 
Leuee  v.  Bawhins,  3  How.  690,  expressed  himself  thus :  ''In  the 
case  of  the  Leuce  of  Clarke  v.  Courtney,  5  Pet.  319,  364,  this 
court  also  held,  that  when  a  person  enters  into  land  under  a  deed 
or  title,  his  possession  (in  the  absence  of  all  other  qualifying  or 
controlling  circumstances)  is  construed  to  be  co-extensive  with  his 
deed  or  title  ;  and  although  the  deed  or  title  may  turn  out  to  be 
defective  or  void,  yet  the  true  owner  will  be  deemed  disseised  to 
the  extent  of  the  boundaries  of  such  deed  or  title."  The  learned 
justice  cites  several  other  cases  ''afSrming  the  same  doctrine," 
viz.  :  Green  v.  Litery  8  Cr.  229,  230  ;  Barr  v.  Cfraiz,  4  Wheat.  213, 
223 ;  Society  for  Propagating  tlie  Gospel  v.  Toion  of  Pawlet,  4 
Pet  480,  504,  506 ;  Blighfs  Lessees  v.  Rochester,  7  Wheat.  535. 
See  also  Bradsfreet  v.  Huntingtofi,  5  Pet.  439;  Clapp  v. 
Bromagham^  9  Cow.  531,  532,  533  ;  Culler  v.  Motzer,  13  Serg.  &  B. 
358;  15  Am.  Dec  604;  Wnght  v.  Saddler,  20  N.  Y.  329,  330; 
Alexander  v.  Kennedy,  19  Tex.  496. 

In  Culler  v.  Hotter ,  13  Serg.  &  R.  358,  it  was  held  where  the 
Tery  point  was  in  judgment  that  possession  of  land  by  a  purchaser, 
under  deed  of  an  entire  lot,  is  adverse  to  the  rightful  owner, 
though  tenant  in  common  with  the  grantor.  There  are  numerous 
other  cases  to  the  same  effect.  Home  v.  Howell,  46  Ga.  9 ;  Cain 
▼.  Furhw,  47  id.  674  ;  GiU  v.  Fauntleroy's  Heirs,  8  B.  Monr.  186  ; 
Long  ▼.  Stapp,  49  Mo.  508;  Warfield  v.  Lhidell,  30  id.  282; 
s.  c,  38  id.  578 ;  Lapeyre  v.  Paul,  47  id.  590 ;  Gray  v.  Boies,  3 
Strob.  500;  Bogardus  v.  Trinity  Church,  4  Paige,  178 ;  Bigehto  v. 
Jones,  10  Pick.  162 ;  Goewey  v.  Urig,  15  111.  242 ;  Hinkley  v. 
Green,  52  id.  230-233 ;  Totonsend  &  Pastor's  case,  4  Leon.  32 ; 
Jteed  V.  Taylor,  5  Barn.  &  Adol.  575 ;  Parker  v.  The  Proprietors, 
etc.,  3  Mete.  101 ;  Thonias  v.  Garvan,  4  Dev.  223 ;  25  Am.  Dec.  708; 
Ckmd  y.  Webb,  4  Dev.  290 ;  Hubbard  v.  Wood,  1  Sneed,  286 ;  Weisin" 
ger  v.  Murphy,  2  Head,  674;  Kinney  v.  Slatterly,  51  Iowa,  358; 
Abemaihxe  v.  Con.  Virginia  Mining  Co.,  16Nev.  260;  Caperton  v. 
efregarjf,  11  Oratt  505. 

The  deed  to  Mooney  (its  character  is  stated  above)  was  recorded, 
and  Mooney  entered  under  it  into  a  lot  within  the  city  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, described  in  the  complaint  as  being  twenty-three  by  ninety  feet. 

[Omitting  details  of  evidence.] 
Wl.   XLIX-2-14 
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Each  one  of  these  elements  is  established  by  the  ciridence. 
(1)  There  was  open  and  notorious  occupation  by  Mrs.  Mooney  and 
her  husband.  Mrs.  Mooney  and  her  husband  were  in  possession 
when  the  deed  was  made  to  the  former  in  December,  1868.  They 
lired  thei*e  for  several  months.  Mrs.  Mooney  took  possession  in 
December,  1808.  Her  husband  added  to  the  house,  raised  it  to  a 
two-story  house.  Mrs.  Mooney  has  let  the  house  during  this 
period  to  several  tenants,  and  a  tenant  has  occupied  the  house 
during  nearly  the  whole  period.  She  has  made  repairs  on  the 
house,  improved  it  at  a  cost  of  from  $1,800  to  $2,000,  received  the 
rents  of  the  property,  paid  taxes  and  assessments,  has  never 
accounted  to  any  one,  and  no  one  ever  demanded  an  account  or  to 
be  let  into  possession  until  within  a  short  time  before  the  suit  was 
brought.  The  deeds  under  which  she  claims  and  herself  and  her 
husband  entered  were  recorded  soon  after  made.  Her  acts  of 
ownership  and  those  of  her  husband  were  unequivocal  and  open  to 
the  observation  of  all,  and  during  this  period  Metcalf,  the  sdleged 
tenant  in  common,  lived  near  enough  to  the  city  to  have  reached  it 
in  less  than  twelve  hours,  and  had  full  opportunity  of  observing  the 
condition  of  the  lot,  the  change  of  possession  from  Brokaw,  his 
cotenant,  so-called,  or  that  a  person  other  than  Brokaw  was  in 
possession,  its  occupation  by  tenants,  and  of  ascertaining  all  the 
above-mentioned  facts,  which  facts  a  man  ordinarily  regardful  of 
his  interests  would  have  made  himself  acquainted  with.  The  pos- 
session of  other  persons  than  Brokaw  was  enough  to  put  Metcalf 
on  inquiry,  according  to  the  rule  in  Fair  v.  Stevetwt,  29  Cal.  486. 
If  he  had  inquired  he  would  have  discovered  the  hostile  character 
of  the  possession.  This  means  of  notice  constituted  notice.  See 
Smith  V.  Yuley  31  CaJ.  184 ;  Pell  v.  McElroy,  36  id.  272.  (2)  The 
hostility  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  of  title  is  evident  from  the  above 
facts,  for  the  character  of  the  possession  may  be  evidenced  by  acts 
as  well  as  words.  Independent  of  the  entry  of  Mooney  and  wife 
under  the  deeds  of  the  whole  lot,  such  acts  indicate  the  adverse 
character  of  the  holding.  With  the  deeds  we  cannot  see  that  there 
can  be  any  doubt  about  it. 

[Minor -matters  omitted.] 

Judgment  and  order  reversed  and  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

Judgment  reversed. 

Myrick  and  Sharpstein,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Hearing  in  banc  denied. 
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Odd  Fellows'  Mutual  aid  Association  of  Sak  F&akoisoo 

y.  James. 

(88Cal.l»6.) 

OffiMfT — of  corporation  —  liability  for  money  HoUn, 

The  secretary  of  a  corporation,  bound  to  receive  its  moneys  and  pay  them 
over  to  the  treasurer,  is  liable  for  such  moneys  stolen  from  him  if  he  failed 
to  use  reasonable  diligence  in  paying  them  over. 

ACTION  on  a  bond.    The  opinion  states  the  case.    The  defend- 
ant had  judgment  below. 

J.  F.  Cowderyy  for  appellant. 

R  Thwnpsofi,  for  respondent. 

Thobkton^  J.  This  is  an  action  npon  a  bond  for  $5,000  exe- 
cuted by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  with  this  stipalation,  that 
whereas  Wallace  T.  James  has  been  elected  secretary  of  the  Odd 
Fellows'  Mntnal  Aid  Association  for  the  year  commencing  on  the 
5th  day  of  February,  1878,  and  until  his  successor  shall  have  been 
duly  elected  and  qualified,  now  if  the  said  James  ''  shall  in  all 
respects  fully,  faithfully,  well  and  truly  perform  all  the  duties  of 
his  said  trust  according  to  the  constitution,  by-laws,  rules,  and 
regulations  of  said  association,  and  at  the  end  of  his  official  term 
surrender  all  books,  papers,  money,  or  sureties  "  (sic)  belonging  to 
or  appertaining  to  his  office,  to  such  person  or  persons  as  said  asso- 
ciation may  direct,  then  the  bond  was  to  be  void,  otherwise  not. 

The  breach  of  the  bond  assigned  in  the  complaint  is  the  failure 
of  James  to  pay  over  to  the  treasurer  of  said  corporation  the  sum 
of  $1,455.25,  moneys  of  the  corporation  received  by  him  (James) 
as  secretary,  while  he  was  in  office  as  such,  in  the  year  1878,  and 
before  the  15th  of  August  in  that  year,  which  payment  to  the 
treasurer  it  was  his  duty  to  make,  under  the  by-laws,  rules,  and 
regulations  of  the  corporation.  It  is  further  averred  that  the  cor- 
poration, by  its  treasurer,  demanded  of  James  the  payment  of  the 
gum  of  money  mentioned,  which  he  refused  to  pay  to  him,  and 
that  it  has  never  been  paid.  None  of  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint are  denied  by  the  answer,  except  ixs  hereinafter  stated,  but 
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the  defendants  set  up  in  defense  that  the  corporation  was  condact- 
ing  and  carrying  on  its  business  in  a  building  known  as  the  Odd 
Fellows'  Hall  Building  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  that  James,  as 
secretary,  was  required  by  the  association  to  occupy  and  do  the  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation  it  its  office  during  all  the  times  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  that  the  corporation  furnished  its  office  with  an 
iron  safe  for  the  purpose  of  safely  keeping  its  books,  papers,  and 
moneys;  that  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  manner  of  doing  the  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation,  the  secretary  (James)  was  accustomed  to 
and  did  receive  the  funds  of  the  corporation  as  the  same  were  paid 
in  from  time  to  time,  and  deposit  them  in  the  safe  above  men- 
tioned; that  it  was  the  usual  and  ordinary  way  of  conducting  the 
said  business  for  James,  the  secretary,  to  allow  the  said  funds  to 
remain  in  the  safe  until  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  called  to 
receive  them,  that  James  did  receive  the  sum  of  money  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  and  as  was  his  usual  custom  and  the  custom  of 
doing  business,  placed  the  same  in  the  safe  aforesaid;  that  after 
this  money  had  been  deposited  in  the  safe,  and  before  the  treasurer 
called  for  or  made  any  demands  for  it  or  any  part  of  it,  some  per- 
son or  persons  unknown,  in  the  night  time,  broke  open  the  safe, 
and  stole  and  carried  away  the  money,  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  James,  and  without  any  neglect  or  default  on  his  part. 
The  defendants  further  aver  that  James,  in  all  things  and  at  all 
times,  faithfully  performed  all  the  duties  of  his  trust  according  to 
the  constitution,  by-laws,  ^^and  usages  of  the  said  association"; 
that  at  the  time  the  treasurer  made  the  demand  on  him  he  did  not 
have  the  sum  of  money  mentioned,  and  that  it  was  not  his  duty 
to  pay  over  this  money,  or  any  part  of  it,  to  the  treasurer,  or  in 
any  way  reimburse  the  corporation  "for  the  said  loss  or  any  part 
thereof." 

We  think  it  best  to  insert  here  the  findings  of  the  court  below  as 
to  the  facts  of  the  case,  which  are  as  follows  : 

"  That  the  defendants  made,  executed  and  delivered  the  bond 
attached  to  the  complaint  at  the  time  alleged ;  that  by  the  constitu- 
tion, by-laws,  rules  and  regulations  of  said  association  mentioned 
in  the  condition  of  said  bond,  the  secretary,  Wallace  T.  James,  was 
required  to  keep  all  the  books  of  account  of  the  association,  to 
receive  all  the  moneys  of  the  association,  giving  his  receipt  for  the 
same ;  to  pay  over  all  moneys  in  his  possession  belonging  to  the 
association  to  the  treasurer,  taking  his  receipt  therefor ;  to  write 
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and  send  all  notices  and  communications  called  for  by  the  rules  of 
the  asBociation  to  its  members,  to  make  a  written  report  of  the 
transactions  and  condition  of  the  association  at  the  annual  meeting 
in  each  year,  and  at  such  other  meetings  as  the  board  of  directors 
or  asaooiation  should  direct ;  that  there  were  no  other  duties  which 
the  secretary  was  required  to  perform,  and  that  the  said  bond  was 
given  for  the  performance  of  these  duties,  and  these  only;  that 
there  was  no  contract  or  undertaking  whatever  by  which  the  said 
James  undertook  or  agreed  to  be  the  insurer  of  moneys  or  goods  in 
his  charge,  or  received  by  him  as  secretary ;  but  that  his  under- 
taking, with  reference  to  the  custody  of  the  moneys  received  by 
him  ajB  secretary,  was  to  keep  them,  under  the  direction  of  the  asso- 
•  ciation  and  in  the  place  and  manner  directed  by  the  association  ; 
that  said  James  was  furnished  by  the  association  with  an  office,  in 
which  was  a  safe  for  the  purposes  of  the  transaction  of  business^ 
and  the  custody  of  money  and  other  valuables  ;  that  during  the 
continuance  of  his  term  of  office  the  said  James  received  money  to 
the  amount  of  $1,455.25,  and  deposited  the  same  in  the  said  safe 
famished  by  the  said  association  ;  that  while  in  said  safe  and  during 
the  night  of  August  6, 1877,  the  said  office  was  broken  into  and 
said  money  stolen  by  some  unknown  person,  without  the  knowledge^ 
agency  or  assent  of  said  James. 

''  And  the  court  jQnds  as  a  fact  that  the  said  James  was  not  guilty 
of  any  negligence  in  the  custody  or  care  of  said  money,  but  that  he 
faithfully  performed  all  the  duties  of  his  said  office ;  that  he  failed 
to  pay  over  said  $1,455.25,  solely  because  the  same  was  stolen  from 
him  as  above  found  ;  that  the  said  safe  and  office  was  not  a  fit  ojs 
proper  place  for  the  keeping  of  said  money,  but  that  it  was  the 
place  provided  by  the  association  for  the  pui^ose,  and  t^at  the  fact 
that  it  was  not  a  proper  place  for  the  keeping  of  said  money  was 
known  to  the  association  at  all  times  previous  to  the  robbery  above 
mentioned."  : 

Judgment  passed  for  defendants  following  the  conclusions  of  law 
arrived  at  by  the  court. 

The  court  below  treated  the  case  as  one  for  the  custody  and  safe- 
keeping of  moneys  by  the  secretary,  which  it  clearly  is  not,  any 
further  than  this  :  that  he  was  to  keep  the  money  for  such  reason^^ 
able  time  as  was  required  for  him  to  deposit  it  with  the  treasurer. 
There  is  no  such  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  con; 
tract  of  defendant  as  shown  by  the  bond,  which  was  admitted  as  set 
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forth  by  the  complaint  and  as  found  by  the  court,  was  to  receive 
the  moneys  of  the  association  and  pay  them  over  to  the  treaaorer, 
taking  his  receipt  for  the  same. 

[Omitting  review  of  evidence.] 

The  engagement  of  the  defendant  James,  as  shown  by  the  bond, 
was  in  all  respects  *' fully,  faithfully,  well  and  truly,  to  perform  all 
the  duties  of  his  said  trust  according  to  the  constitution-,  by-laws, 
rules  and  regulations  "  of  the  association ;  and  as  we  have  stated 
above,  his  duty  as  to  the  moneys  was  to  receive  all  the  moneys  of 
the  association,  giving  his  receipt  for  them  and  pay  them  over  to 
the  treasurer,  taking  his  receipt  therefor.  This  is  the  proper 
meaning  of  the  bond  in  regard  to  the  moneys.  He  was  no  custodian 
or  bailee  of  the  moneys  further  than  as  set  forth  above.  He  was 
such  bailee  for  such  time  as  was  requisite  in  the  use  of  due  and 
proper  diligence  under  the  circumstances  to  get  the  money  to  the 
treasurer  and  pay  it  over  to  him.  James  was  a  paid  officer,  receiving 
a  salary  of  $100  a  month,  and  his  engagement  as  to  diligence  in  the 
brief  period  that  the  money  should  remain  in  his  possession  was 
that  of  a  good  and  trustworthy  business  man  in  attending  to  his 
own  affairs.  He  engages  to  use  this  diligence  in  keeping  the  money 
and  paying  it  over.  The  degree  of  diligence  to  be  employed  must 
have  regard  to  the  circumstances,  of  course. 

t  In  the  case  before  us  the  moneys  lost  were  allowed  to  accumulate 
for  more  than  a  month.  It  was  the  secretary's  duty  to  pay  over 
within  a  reasonable  time.  His  diligence  should  have  been  spurred 
by  the  fact  that  the  treasurer  was  the  officially  appointed  custodian 
of  the  moneys,  and  he  (the  secretary)  was  not.  Under  the  circum- 
stances before  us  in  this  case,  he  was  bound  to  pay  over  in  our 
opinion  on  the  day  he  received  the  money  if  practicable,  at  furthest 
on  the  day  after  he  received  it.  This  he  did  not  do,  but  allowed 
the  money  to  accumulate  and  it  was  stolen.  This  was  a  breach  of 
his  engagement  under  the  bond,  and  rendered  him  and  the  other 
defendants  liable.  It  may  be,  that  if  while  keeping  the  money 
during  the  brief  time  he  was  allowed  to  keep  it,  and  exercising 
proper  care  in  keeping  it,  he  had  lost  it  by  robbery  accompanied  by 
violence  which  overcame  him,  or  if  while  taking  the  money  in  the 
exercise  of  due  and  proper  care  to  the  treasurer,  he  was  violently 
robbed  of  it,  against  his  will  and  consent,  he  might  be  excused. 
Such  was  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Brthsh  Ouaraniee  Association,  18 
Q.  B.  277,  which  was  an  action  by  the  trustees  of  a  building  society 
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under  an  act  of  Parliament,  against  the  sureties  of  one  Jones,  the 
tr^isurer  of  the  society,  on  a  covenant  whereby  it  was  stipulated 
that  Jone^  would  faithfully  discharge  the  duties  of  treasurer,  duly 
obey  the  directions  of  the  trustees  in  relation  to  such  duty,  and 
punctually  account  to  the  trustees  for  all  moneys,  etc.,  received  by 
him  as  treasurer.  One  of  the  directions  of  the  society  in  regard 
to  the  treasurer's  duties  was  that  he  should  pay  over  the  moneys  to 
the  bankers  of  the  society  within  a  given  time.  The  breach 
argued  was  that  Jones  did  not  pay  over  the  money  to  the  bankers 
or  at  all.  The  defendants  pleaded  four  pleas.  The  fourth  plea 
which  was  the  one  on  which  the  case  turned  and  was  decided,  was 
that  Jones  had  received  the  money,  and  before  the  time  that  he 
ought  to  have  paid  or  could  have  paid  it  to  the  bankers  of  the 
society,  he  was,  without  any  act  or  default  or  negligence  or  want 
of  due  and  proper  care  on  his  part,  robbed  by  violence  of  the  money, 
by  which  he  was  prevented  from  paying.  There  was  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  on  three  of  the  pleas,  and  on  the  fourth  verdict  passed 
for  the  defendant.  There  was  a  motion  for  judgment  for  plaintiffs 
fum  obstante  veredicto,  which  brought  up  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea. 
The  court  denied  the  motion,  and  per  Campbell,  0.  J.,  said: 
'*  The  plea  avers,  that  after  he  received  the  moneys,  and  before  the 
time  when  he  ought  to  have  paid,  or  could  have  paid,  the  same  to 
the  bankers,  he,  without  any  default  or  negligence  or  want  of  due 
care  on  his  part,  was  robbed  by  violence  of  the  whole  of  the  said 
moneys,  by  the  same  being  feloniously  and  violently  stolen  and  car- 
ried away  from  his  person;  and  thereby  he  was  unavoidably,  and 
without  any  act  or  default  of  his,  prevented  from  paying  the  said 
moneys  to  the  bankers  of  the  society.  This  plea  (found  to  be  true) 
alleges  a  loss  of  the  moneys  by  irresistible  violence;  and  the  general 
doctrine  is  not  denied,  that  if  the  subject-matter  bailed  be  lost  by 
vis  major,  which  we  translate  irresistible  violence,  the  bailee  is  dis- 
chargei" 

The  defense  was  here  sustained  on  account  of  the  diligence  of 
the  treasurer.  He  was  doing  his  best  to  comply  with  his  engage- 
ment and  was  prevented  by  the  vis  major.  If  he  had  been  dilatory 
m  taking  the  money  to  the  bankers,  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the 
court  would  have  sustained  his  defense. 

There  ia  here  nothing  like  robbery  nor  violence,  nor  inevitable 
accident,  nor  vis  major,  to  excuse  defendant,  but  a  case  where  the 
money  has  been  lost  by  the  waiit  of  care  and  prudence  on  the  part 
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of  James,  which  his  contract  bound  him  to  use,  and  he  and  his 
sureties  are  liable.  In  the  case  of  the  -act  of  God,  or  inevitable 
accident,  or  castM  (as  the  ciyilians  call  the  act  of  God  or  inevitable 
accident),  Whart  Neg.,  g§  114,  115, 116,  117,  etc.,  or  vis  major, 
the  defendant  is  not  excused  when  the  injury  or  damage  might 
have  been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  due  care  and  prudence  on  the 
part  of  defendant,  as  is  illustrated  in  many  cases.  See  Polack  v. 
Pioche,  35  Oal.  423;  Chidesier  v.  Consol.  Ditch  Co.,  59  id.  202, 203; 
Holladay  v.  Kennard,  12  WalL  254,  case  of  common  carrier,  and 
City  of  Philadelphia  v.  OUmartin,  71  Penn,  St  140;  Whart.  Neg., 
§123. 

Judgment  and  order  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  a  new 
trial 

Reversed  and  remanded. 

Mtbios  and  Shabpstbin,  JJ.,  concurred* 
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Smith  y.  Simhoks. 

(lOBPenn.  St. ».) 
Municipal  eorparation  —  nuisance  ^  ditch  in  street  —  eontractar, 

A  ditcb  dug  in  a  street  of  a  borough,  to  lay  a  water-pipe  from  a  spring  to  s 
dwelling-boose,  by  authority  of  a  municipal  license,  is  not  necessarily  a 
pobUc  AoiflAnce,  rendering  the  licensee  liable  for  the  negligence  of  an  inde* 
pendent  oontmctor  in  performing  the  work.* 

ACTION"  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  point.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Blakesleey  Davies  and  W.  M.  Post,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

MeOoUwn  and  Watson,  for  defendant  in  error. 

OoBDOH,  J.  This  case  presents  two  main  questions  for  onr  con* 
sideration  and  resolution,  and  these  being  determined,  all  others 
TBiB&d  bj  the  assignments  may  be  passed  as  of  minor  conse- 
qnence.  Was  the  digging  of  the  ditch  in  the  public  street  of  the 
borongb  of  Susquehanna  a  nuisance  per  se  f  If  not,  if  it  was  such 
a  ueceasary  work  as  was  properly  licensable  by  the  borough  council, 
♦  See  CrandaU  v.  Loomis,  56  Vt.  664. 

Voi^XIJX— 16 
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then,  as  the  second  question,  was  the  defendant  chargeable  with  the 
negligence  of  his  contractor  who  had  charge  of  the  work  ?  It  is 
certainly  true  that  if  the  premise  assumed  by  the  court  below  be 
correct  the  conclusion  adopted  by  it  follows  as  a  matter  of  course. 
If  the  ditch  dug  for  and  at  the  instance  of  Dr.  Smith  was  a  public 
nuisance,  then  he  and  all  engaged  in  sinking  it  were  responsible  for 
all  damages  resulting  from  it,  and  the  doctrine  of  respondeat 
superior  is  out  of  the  case.  But  we  do  not  think  it  was  per  se  a 
nuisance  ;  such  a  work  that  the  borough  council  had  no  power  to 
permit.  This  ditch  was  dug  for  the  purpose  of  lajring  a  pipe  for 
the  conveyance  of  water  from  a  spring  to  one  of  the  defendant's 
houses  on  Willow  street.  Water  is  one  of  those  prime  necessaries 
without  which  people  cannot  live,  and  the  public  streets  of  towns 
and  cities  have,  from  time  immemorial,  been  used  as  a  means  for 
its  production  or  conveyance.  Formerly  it  was  very  common  for 
the  citizens  of  the  various  municipalities  to  sink  wells  for  this  pur- 
pose on  the  public  thoroughfares,  and  this,  as  was  said  by  Chief 
Justice  GiBSOK,  in  Barter  v.  Commonwealth,  3  P.  &  W.  253,  was 
by  sufferance  and  in  subjection  to  the  corporate  franchise.  In 
these  days,  when  water-works  are  common  to  all  the  larger  towns, 
pipes  are  laid  in  the  streets  from  which  the  water  supply  is  drawn 
both  for  public  and  private  uses,  and  although  the  right  thus  to, lay 
pipes  is  usually  accorded  to  a  corporation,  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  it  might  not  be  done  by  private  persons  acting  under  municipal 
authority.  NeciBssity,  as  was  held  in  the  case  of  the  Commonwealth 
V.  Passmore,  1  S.  &  B.  217,  justifies  many  actions  which  would 
otherwise  be  nuisances.  No  one  has  the  right  to  throw  wood  or 
stones  in  the  street  at  his  pleasure,  nevertheless,  as  building  is 
necessary,  building  materials  may  be  laid  therein  for  a  reasonable 
time  and  in  a  convenient  manner.  So  may  a  merchant  occupy  the 
street  with  his  goods ;  in  like  manner  may  the  common  highways 
be  temporarily  opened  for  the  purpose  of  building  vaults  under 
them,  or  under  like  regulations,  private  drains  may  be  connected 
with  the  common  sewers  or  gutters,  or  houses  and  other  buildings 
with  the  streets,  by-alleys,  door-steps,  and  the  like.  By  such 
things  as  these  and  many  others,  which  are  justified  by  necessity  or 
custom,  may  public  highways  be  occupied  temporarily  or  perma- 
nently, and  it  would  be  strange  indeed  if  in  the  face  of  all  this 
array  of  precedents  a  private  citizen,  acting  under  municipal 
license,  could  not,  without  committing  a  public  nuisance,  lay  a 
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water-pipe  along  a  street  to  his  house.  Such  strictness  as  this 
would,  in  some  of  our  county  yillages,  depriye  the  iuhabitants  of 
their  water  supply  altogether,  and  would,  in  many  other  in- 
stances seriously  interfere  with  the  business  and  comfort  of  our 
people. 

From  considerations  of  this  kind  we  are  compelled  to  dissent 
from  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  on  this  question  of  nuisance  and 
to  hold,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  digging  of  the  trench,  complained 
of  in  this  case,  under  the  license  of  the  borough  council,  was  not 
auch  an  act  as  of  itself  rendered  the  parties  engaged  in  it  guilty  of 
a  public  wrong. 

Haying  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  the  question  that  next  presents 
itself  is  that  inyolying  the  responsibility  of  the  defendant.  If  how- 
ever the  testimony  of  Jonas  Florence,  the  contractor,  is  to  be 
believed.  Dr.  Smith  was  not  his  responsible  superior.  Florence 
undertook  the  whole  job  for  the  compensation  of  $25,  and  the 
defendant  had  nothing  to  do  except  furnish  the  pipe  and  the  box 
in  which  it  was  to  be  inclosed.  With  Florence,  in  the  execution 
of  this  contract,  he  could  no  more  interfere  than  he  could  about  a 
job  in  which  he  had  no  interest.  He  might  advise  but  the  con- 
tractor could  receive  or  reject  that  advice  as  he  saw  fit ;  "he  might 
put  a  fence  around  the  ditch  whilst  in  process  of  construction,  and 
Florence  might  treat  it  as  an  obstruction  and  remove  it.  In  other 
words,  Dr.  Smith  cojuld  not  control  the  execution  of  the  contract. 
He  was  entitled  to  a  finished  job,  but  it  was  not  his  business  to  see 
to  or  regulate  the  manner  of  its  doing.  The  case  is  evidently  gov- 
erned by  Harrison  v.  Collins j  86  Penn.  St.  153  ;  s.  c,  27  Am. 
Bep.  699  ;  wherein  it  is  said,  by  Mr.  Justice  Mrrcur  :  "  If  one 
renders  service,  in  the  course  of  an  occupation,  representing  the  will 
of  the  employer  only  as  to  the  result  of  the  work  and  not  as  to  the 
means  by  which  it  is  accomplished,  it  is  an  independent  employ. 
ment."  But  certainly,  in  the  case  under  consideration,  Florenoe 
was  the  subordinate  of  the  defendant  in  nothing  but  the  design, 
whilst  in  every  thing  which  pertained  to  the  execution  of  the  work 
he  was  the  chief  and  only  director  and  executor,  and  it  hence  fol- 
lows that  for  his  negligence  the  court  ought  not  to  have  held  the 
defendant  responsible. 

We  therefore  think,  without  particularizing  as  to  the  assignments 
of  error,  the  court  should  have  instructed  the  jury  that  if  they 
believed  the  uncontradicted  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
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as  to  the  character  of  his  contract  with  Florence,  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  entitled  to  their  verdict. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed  and  a  new  venire 
awarded. 

Judgment  revenetU 
Tbunkby,  J.,  dissented. 


Thompson  v.  Allek. 

(lOBPenn.  St.  44.) 
Marriage  —  eonvef/anee  hg  husband  to  to^fe. 

A  voluntary  deed  of  land  direct  from  husband  to  wife,  made  in  good  faith,  the 
husband  not  being  in  debt,  will  be  sustained  as  against  a  subsequent  creditor 
of  the  husband,  although  it  was  all  the  land  he  owned  and  a  large  proportion 
of  all  his  property.* 

EJECTMENT.    The  head-note  shows  the  case.     The  defend- 
ant, had  judgment  below. 

Rodney  A.  Mercur,  for  plaintiff  in  error, 
Williams  and  Angle,  for  defendants  in  error. 

MsBCUBy  0.  J.  It  is  true  a  deed  from  a  husband  directly  to  his 
wife  is  a  nullity  at  common  law.  Under  modem  legislation  and 
the  application  of  equitable  principles,  a  wide  departure  has  been 
made  from  the  common  law,  in  respect  to  the  ability  of  a  wife  to 
acquire  and  hold  property.  Her  right  of  acquisition  and  power  of 
control  is  not  restricted  to  property  obtained  from  one  not  her 
husband.  When  not  in  fraud  of  creditors  of  the  husband  a  con- 
veyance from  him  directly  to  his  wife  may  be  sustained  on  equitable 
principles:  Coatee  v.  Gerlachy  44  Penn.  St.  43  ;  Townsend  v.  May^ 
nard,  46  id.  198 ;  Pentisylvania  Salt  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  ^eel, 
54  id.  9  ;  Rose  v.  Latshaw,  90  id.  238. 

A  husband  may  not  only  convey  directly  to  his  wife  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  but  he  may  also  convey  to  her  as  a  gift  when 

not  prejudicial  to  his  creditors^ 

♦See  WaHiek  v.  WhUe  (86  N.  C.  189),  41  Am.  Rep.  Si! 
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The  main  effort  here  appears  to  have  been  to  sustain  the  con- 
Teyance  as  a  sale  and  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration.  Con- 
ceding that  the  subsequent  failure  of  consideration  which  led  to 
the  conveyance  weakens  this  branch  of  the  defense,  yet  if  the  con- 
Teyance  can  be  sustained  without  the  aid  of  the  original  transac- 
tion, it  may  be  valid  as  a  gift. 

This  conveyance  is  attacked  by  one  who  was  not  a  creditor  of  the 
husband  when  it  was  made.     The  evidence  does  not  show  that  he 
was  indebted  to  any  person  at  that  time.     The  debt  under  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  was  contracted  more  than  a  year  thereafter. 
When  the  deed  was  made  he  had  no  creditor  to  defraud.     The 
jury  have  found  that  it  was  made  in  good  faith  with  no  intention 
to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  future  creditors,  on  debts  arising  from 
hazardons  undertakings.      Under  these  facts  he  had  a  right  to 
convey  the  land  as  a  gift  to  his  wife.     She  took  and  may  hold  it 
against  the  claims  of  all  creditors  who  were  neither  defrauded  nor 
intended  to  be  defrauded  by  the  conveyance.     It  matters  not  that 
this  land  was  all  the  real  estate  he  owned,  and  a  large  proportion  in 
TsJne  ot  all  his  property.    Tlie  conveyance  being  under  seal  implies 
-consideration.     The  assertion  of  title  by  the  wife  against  the  sub- 
sequent creditors  of  her  husband  is  no  evidence  of  fraud  in  her  prior 
acquisition  of  the  property.     The  case  was  well  tried  and  we  dis- 
corer  no  error  in  the  record. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


MuLDOON  V.  Rickey. 

(10BP»iiii.St.U0.) 

MaUci^ti^  tPJ  vmeiTWtifm  — ffr*ff  not  lie  without  cnreit  of  pereon  or  deterUion  of 

property. 


nUFFIOIBNTIiY  reported,  44  Am.  Rep.  346. 
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Desmokd's  Appeal. 

106P«nn8t.l».) 
Trade-mark'-  **  Samaritan,** 
"  Samaritan  "  is  not  a  valid  trade-mark  on  medieinea. 

ACTION  for  infringement  of  trade-mark.     The  opinion  states 
the  point.     The  bill  was  dismissed  below.* 

Piercef  Archer  and  R.  P,  Dechert,  for  appellant. 

Rowland,  Evans  and  R.  L.  Ashurst,  for  appellee. 

Feb  Gubiam — The  original  bill  declares  '^  that  the  said  medicines: 
have  been  and  are  distinguished  by  the  names  of  '  Samaritan's  Gift 
and  '  Samaritan's  Boot  and  Herb  Juices/  and  that  the  said  names 
are  the  trade-marks  of  the  same  together  with  certain  labels  and 
wrappers  hereto  annexed  marked  *  Exhibit  A,'  and  by  said  trade- 
marks the  same  are  distinguished  from  all  other  compound  medi* 
cines." 

It  does  not  aver  an  imitation  or  similarity  in  the  appearance  of 
the  labels  and  wrappers.  An  examination  of  the  two  shows  they 
are  quite  dissimilar  in  names  and  appearance.  It  is  true  each  has 
the  word  "  Samaritan/'  but  in  such  different  form  and  combination 
of  words  as  to  preclude  one  medicine  being  taken  for  the  other.  We 
do  not  think  the  amended  bill  removes  the  difficulty  of  the  appellant. 
The  appropriation  of  the  word  **  Samaritan"  in  one  combination  ot 
words  does  not  prevent  its  being  used  in  all  other  combinations. 

Decree  affirmed  and  appeal  dismissed  at  the  costs  of  the  appellant. 

Decree  affirmed. 

*BeeSgg§r$  t.  ffink,  ante,  96. 
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OOMMOKWBALTH  Y.  BrINGHUBST. 

O06  Peon.  81. 181) 

OoffMraHon^  right  to  vote  hypnwif, 

ITnlMB  the  right  la  conferred  by  charter  or  bj-laws,  members  of  ft  oorpontio& 
maj  not  vote  bj  proxy. 


Q 


XJO  WAERANTO.    The  opinion  states  the  point    The  de- 
fendant had  judgment  below. 


R.  C.  Dale  and  Samuel  Dtckeon,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Oeorge  R.  Van  Dusen  and  W.  Hey  ward  Drayton,  for  defendants 
in  error. 

Mbbcub,  G.  J.  The  relators  are  stockholders  of  the  Philadel- 
phia Iron  and  Steel  Company.  It  was  incorporated  by  special  act 
of  12th  of  April,  1867. 

The  contention  is  whether  the  stockholders  may  vote  by  proxy 
in  the  annual  election  of  ofiBcers  of  the  corporation. 

Section  2  of  the  act  declares  ^^  the  affairs  of  said  company  shall 
be  managed  by  a  board  of  five  directors,  one  of  whom  shall  be  the 
president,  who  shall  be  chosen  by  the  stockholders.  All  elections 
shall  be  by  ballot,  and  every  share  of  stock  upon  which  the  required 
installments  have  been  paid  shall  entitle  the  holder  thereof  to  one 
vote.*'  Section  3,  inter  alia,  authorizes  the  corporation  to  *'make 
all  needful  rules,  regulations  and  by-laws  for  the  well  ordering  and 
proper  conduct  of  the  business  and  affairs  of  the  corporation. 
Provided  the  same  in  no  wise  conflict  with  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  this  State  or  of  the  Dnited  States." 

The  charter  in  no  wise  refers  to  voting  by  proxy.  No  by-law  has 
been  adopted  authorizing  the  stockholders  to  so  vote. 

In  the  absence  of  any  express  authority  in  the  charter,  and  with- 
out any  by-law  authorizing  it,  the  question  is  whether  the  stock- 
holders may  vote  by  proxy.  In  other  words,  is  it  a  power  neces- 
aarily  incident  to  the  corporate  rights  of  the  stockholders  ? 

A  corporation  is  the  mere  creature  of  the  law.  It  cannot  exer- 
cise any  jpovrer  or  authority  other  than  those  expressly  given  by  ita 
charter,  or  those  necessarily  incident  to  the  power  and  authority 
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thus  granted,  and  therefore,  in  estimation  of  law,  part  of  the  same. 
Wolf  V.  Goddard,  9  Watts,  550 ;  Diligent  Fire  Co.  v.  <7omm<m- 
wealth,  75  Penn.  St.  291. 

The  right  of  voting  at  an  election  of  an  incorporated  company 
by  proxy  is  not  a  general  right.  The  party  who  claims  it  must 
show  a  special  authority  for  that  purpose.  Ang.  &  Ames  Corp.,  §  128; 
Philips  Y.  Wiekham,  1  Paige,  590.  In  this  case  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth says,  the  only  case  in  which  it  is  allowable  at  the  common 
law  is  by  the  peers  of  England,  and  that  is  said  to  be  in  virtue  of  a 
special  permission  of  the  king.  He  adds,  ^'  it  is  possible  that  it 
might  be  delegated  in  some  cases  by  by-laws  of  a  corporation,  where 
express  authority  was  given  to  make  such  by-laws  regulating  the 
manner  of  voting."  In  People  v.  Twadddl,  18  Hun,  427,  it  was 
held  a  stockholder  cannot  so  vote  unless  expressly  authorized  by 
the  charter  or  by-laws.  Taylor  v.  Griswold,  2  Green  (N.  J.),  222, 
holds  that  a  right  of  voting  by  proxy  is  not  essential  to  the  attain- 
ment and  design  of  a  charter,  and  even  a  general  clause  therein 
authorizing  the  company  to  make  by-laws  for  its  government  was 
insuflScient  of  itself  to  give  that  right.  In  State  v.  Tudor,  5  Day 
(Conn.),  329,  there  was  no  clause  in  the  charter  authorizing  the 
stockholders  to  vote  by  proxy ;  yet  the  company  made  a  by-law 
authorizing  them  to  so  vote.  The  validity  of  this  by-law  was  sus- 
tained by  a  majority  of  the  court.  So  in  Feople  v.  Oroseley,  69  111. 
196,  effect  was  given  to  a  by-law  of  the  corporation,  authorizing 
voting  by  proxy,  the  by-law  not  being  in  conflict  with  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  State. 

That  a  right  to  vote  by  proxy  is  not  a  common-law  right,  and 
therefore  not  necessarily  incident  to  the  shareholders  in  a  corpora- 
tion, appears  to  have  been  recognized  in  Brown  v.  Commonwealth, 
3  Grant,  209,  and  in  Craig  v.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  88  Penn. 
St.  42 ;  8.  c,  32  Am.  Rep.  417. 

The  selection  of  officers  to  manage  the  affairs  of  this  corporation 
requires  the  exercise  of  judgment  and  discretion.  They  must  be 
elected  by  ballot.  The  fact  that  it  is  a  business  corporation  in  no 
wise  dispenses  with  the  obligation  of  all  the  members  to  assemble 
together,  unless  otherwise  provided,  for  the  exercise  of  a  right  to 
participate  in  the  election  of  their  officers.  Although  it  be  desig- 
nated as  a  private  corporation,  yet  it  acquired  its  rights  from  legis- 
lative power,  and  it  must  transact  its  business  in  subordination  to 
that  power.     As  then  the  relators  cannot  point  to  any  language  in 
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the  charter  expressly  giving  a  right  to  vote  by  proxy,  and  it  is  not 
authorized  by  any  by-law,  they  have  no  foundation  on  which  to  rest 
their  claim.  Judgment  was  correctly  entered  for  the  defendants 
on  the  demurrer. 

Judgmeni  affirmsd. 


Smith  v.  National  Life  Insurance  Company. 

(lOSPenn.  8t.m.) 

iMwranee  —  forfeiture — paid-up  policy, 

Wliere  a  policy  of  life  insoianoe  provided  that  the  company,  if  reqnested^ 
should  "  after  the  payment  of  premiums  for  two  fall  years,  issne  a  paid-up 
policy/'  but  was  conditioned  to  be  void  for  non-payment  of  premiums  when 
due,  ?uld,  that  such  request  would  not  be  effectual  if  not  made  until  after  a 
default  in  payment  of  premiums. 

ACTION  of  damages  for  refusal  to  issue  a  paid-up  policy.    The 
opinion  states  the  case.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below* 

Arthur  M.  Burton,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

R.  C.  Dale,  S.  Dickson  and  Wm.  Mc  George,  for  defendant  in 
error. 

CLABKy  J.  The  policy  in  suit  was  issued  by  the  National  Life 
Insurance  Company  of  the  United  States  of  America^  on  the  20th 
of  October,  1868 ;  it  was  upon  the  life  of  William  Hastie  Smith, 
to  his  wife  Isabella,  in  the  sum  of  13,000. 

The  consideration  of  the  contract,  apart  from  the  representations 
made  in  the  application,  was  the  sum  of  $46.59,  in  hand  paid,  and 
the  semi-annual  payment  of  a  like  sum,  on  or  before  the  20th 
October  and  April,  in  every  year,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
policy  until  fifteen  full  payments  were  made ;  the  last  to  be  made 
on  the  20th  April,  1883. 

The  policy  contained  the  following  provision :  "  And  the  said 

companj  further  agree  that  after  due  payment  of  premiums  for  two 

full  years,  they  will,  if  requested,  on  the  surrender  of  this  policy 

duly  receipted,  issue  another  policy,  payable  as  herein  provided,  on 

Vol.  XLIX  — 16 
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which  no  further  premium  shall  be  required  on  the  life  of  the 
person  whose  life  is  hereby  insured,  for  as  many  fifteenth  parts  of 
the  original  amount  hereby  assured  as  there  shall  have  been  com- 
plete annual  pi*emiums  paid." 

The  plaintiff  paid  the  premiums  regularly  for  ten  years ;  the 
semi-annual  premium  for  October,  1878,  and  those  subsequently 
accruing  were  not  paid.  On  the  2d  of  October,  1880,  application 
was  made  for  a  paid-up  policy  for  $2,000,  being  ten-fifteenths 
of  the  amount  of  the  original,  according  to  the  provision  of  the 
clause  above  quoted.  This  application  was  refused  by  the  com- 
pany upon  the  ground  that  under  the  express  terms  of  the  policy 
the  plaintiffs  had  forfeited  their  rights  under  it  by  non-payment 
of  premiums.  This  action  was  therefore  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  such  refusal. 

In  the  clause  quoted  there  is  no  limitation  as  to  the  time  when 
a  policy  must  be  surrendered  in  order  that  the  holder  may  receive 
a  paid-up  policy  for  a  fractional  part  of  the  original  sum,  excepting 
that  the  surrender  must  be  '^  after  due  payment  of  premiums  for 
two  full  years." 

The  policy  further  provides  however  :  "  This  policy  is  issued  and 
accepted  by  the  insured  and  the  holder  thereof  on  the  following 
express  conditions  and  agi'eements  : 

*^  Second,  that  the  premiums  shall  be  paid  in  cash  on  or  before 
the  days  upon  which  they  become  due  at  the  branch  ofSce  of  said 
company  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  or  to  their  duly  authorized 
agents,  when  they  produce  receipts  signed  by  the  president  or 
secretary. 

Fifth,  that  in  case  of  the  violation  of  the  foregoing  conditions, 
or  any  of  them,  or  of  the  insured  dying  by  his  own  hand  or  in  con- 
sequence of  a  duel,  or  in  consequence  of  violating  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  of  any  nation.  State  or  province,  this  policy  shall 
become  null  and  void,  and  all  payments  thereon  shall  be  forfeited 
to  said  company." 

Under  the  rule  of  construction  which  requires  that  full  effect 
must  be  given  to  every  stipulation  in  a  contract,  the  provision  first 
quoted  must  be  read  in  connection  with  the  second  and  fifth  con- 
ditions. The  obvious  and  natural  meaning  of  these  conditions 
taken  together  is  that  unless  the  premiums  are  paid  on  or  before 
the  day  upon  which  they  become  due  respectively,  the  entire  policy 
shall  become  void  ;  and  all  payments  made  shall  be  forfeited  to  the 
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company.     The  payment  of  the  premiums  constitutes  not  only  the 
•consideration  but  the  condition  of  the  contract. 

The  provision  for  forfeiture  is  not  limited  to  the  first  two  annual 
premiums,  it  is  general  and  applies  to  all.  In  the  previous  clauses 
of  the  policy  the  number  and  amount  of  these  premiums  are  par- 
ticularly specified,  and  the  time  is  fixed  for  the  payment  of  each, 
the  last  being  payable  on  the  20tb  day  of  April,  1883.  The  second 
condition  requires  that  **  the  premiums  shall  be  paid  in  cash  on  or 
before  the  days  upon  which  they  become  due."  There  is  no  dis- 
crimination or  distinction  ;  the  condition  is  applicable  to  all.  The 
-effect  of  the  second  and  fifth  conditions  therefore  when  read  in 
connection  with  the  previous  clause,  providing  for  a  surrender  of 
the  original  and  the  issue  of  a  paid-up  policy,  is  to  abridge  its  oper- 
ation and  only  to  give  it  effect  when  that  surrender  is  made  in  the 
life-time  of  the  policy.  That  is  to  say,  during  some  current  year 
for  which  payment  has  been  made  and  before  or  on  the  day  the 
annual  premium  is  payable.  If  any  condition  of  the  policy  is  vio- 
lated the  whole  instrument  by  its  own  terms  is  rendered  null  and 
Toid  ;  and  when  the  policy  became  void  none  of  its  provisions 
xemained,  neither  party  had  any  further  rights  under  it. 

The  policy  was  however  by  its  terms  non-forfeitable,  if  the 
assured  chose  at  the  proper  time  to  avail  himself  of  the  right  it 
secured.  He  had  a  special  right  peculiar  to  the  holder  of  this  class 
of  policies  upon  discovering  his  inability  to  pay  at  the  time  fixed 
by  the  conditions  of  his  contract  to  surrender  and  avoid  a  forfeiture. 
That  right  existed  until  forfeiture  occurred;  then  all  rights  ceased. 

This  construction  results  from  the  obvious  force  of  the  language 
employed,  indeed  the  words  of  the  policy  admit  of  no  other.    A 
condition  in  a  policy  of  insurance  being  the  language  of  the  com- 
pany, mn8t,  if  there  be  any  ambiguity  in  it,  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  them  ;  if  reasonably  susceptible  of  two  interpretations  it  is 
to  be  construed  in  favor  of  the  assured  so  as  not  to  defeat  without 
plain  necessity  his  claim  to  indemnity  which  it  was  his  object  to 
aecnre  ;  but  we  discover  no  ambiguity  here,  the  expression  of  the 
policy  IB  elear  and  its  meaning  unmistakable.    Any  other  construc- 
tion would  be  plainly  contrary  to  the  express  condition  that  if  "  the 
policy  became  null  and  void "  all  pajrments  made  thereon  shall  be 
forfeited  to  said  company. 

The  several  contracts  upon  the  construction  of  which  were  ruled 
the  cases  of  Dorr  v.  Insurance  Co.,  67  Me,  438 ;  Johnson  v.  In- 
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surance  Co.,  79  Ky.  403 ;  and  Montgomery  v.  Insurance  Co.,  14 
Bush,  51 ;  were  not  similar  in  their  provisions  to  that  in  suit. 
In  each  of  these  cases  it  was  plainly  stipulated  that  if  after  pay- 
ment of  a  certain  number  of  the  premiums  those  subsequently 
accruing  were  not  paid  when  due,  and  forfeiture  ensued,  the  com- 
pany  would  still  be  liable  for  such  part  thereof  as  is  proportionate 
to  the  annual  pajrments  made.  These  cases  are  therefore  not  in 
point,  they  are  distinguished  in  this,  that  they  were  on  policies 
which  were  non-forfeitable  and  which  had  an  acknowledged  yalue 
after  a  failure  to  pay  a  premium. 

The  case  of  Bussing  y.  Insurance  Co.,  34  Ohio  St.  226,  is  how- 
ever  in  all  respects  similar  to  this.  The  policy  in  that  case  contained 
substantially  the  same  provisions  for  a  paid-up  policy,  followed  by 
a  condition,  **  that  if  the  amount  of  any  annual  premium,  herein 
provided  for,  is  not  fully  paid,  with  interest  due  thereon,  on  the 
day  and  in  the  manner  so  provided  for,  then  this  policy  shall  be 
null  and  void  and  wholly  forfeited  f  and  in  case  the  policy  "  be- 
comes null  and  void,  all  payments  made  thereon,  and  all  dividends 
and  credits  accruing  therefrom,  and  remaining  unpaid,  shall  be 
forfeited  to  the  company ;"  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  the  policy- 
holder to  make  the  exchange  was  required  to  be  exercised  during 
the  life  of  the  policy. 

*'  It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties,  in  the  event  of  the 
policy  becoming  void,  on  default  in  the  payment  of  premiums, 
that  it  should  still  remain  good  as  a  policy  pro  tanto,  for  the  premi- 
ums which  had  been  paid.''  To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Peo^ 
pie  V.  Widows^  Insurance  Co,,  15  Hun,  8. 

In  the  case  of  Wi7ichell  v.  Insurance  Co.  (U.  S.  0.  0.  Majss. ),  8 
Ins.  L.  J.  651,  relied  upon  by  plaintiflE  in  error,  the  provision  for  a 
paid-up  policy,  and  the  conditions  upon  which  the  original  was 
issued  and  accepted,  are  in  most  respects  similar  to  the  pix)visions 
and  conditions  of  the  policy  in  suit,  but  that  case  is  distinguishable 
from  this,  in  the  fact  that  the  condition  was  expressly  ''  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  chapter  186  of  the  acts  of  the  legislature  of  Massa- 
chusetts, in  the  year  1861,  entitled  'An  act  to  regulate  the  forfeiture 
of  policies  of  life  insurance.'  '* 

The  statute,  referred  to,  continued  in  force  all  life  policies  for  a 
time  reckoned  according  to  their  net  value,  notwithstanding  a 
failure  to  pay  the  premiums,  provided  that  notice  of  the  claim  and 
proof  of  the  death  should  be  submitted  to  the  company  within 
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ninety  days  after  the  decease  of  the  assured.  The  assured  had  paid 
eight  annual  premiums,  including  that  due  June  1,  1873  ;  he  died 
December  17,  1877. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  payments  upon  the  policy  were  suffi- 
cient, under  the  statute  of  Massachusetts,  referred  to  in  the  policy, 
to  continue  it  in  force  until  after  the  death  of  the  assured. 

The  defendants  maintained  that  the  two  clauses  taken  together 
meant  that  the  option  must  be  exercised  before  there  was  a  for- 
feiture. 

The  learned  court,  Lowkll,  J.,  although  admitting  the  case  of 
Bussing* 8  Eafrs  v.  Union  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.,  supra,  was 
SXL  authority  for  this  construction,  and  that  it  seemed  to  reconcile 
the  apparent  discrepancies  in  the  two  clauses,  and  to  be  consistent 
with  dl  the  words  used,  ''after  much  doubt "  adopts  the  plaintiff's 
construction,  assigning  as  a  reason  for  so  doing,  that  '^  the  assured 
in  reading  his  policy  would  suppose  that  he  need  give  himself  no 
uneasiness  about  the  premiums,  for  that  he  could  always  be  sure  of 
a  policy,  as  large  as  those  he  had  paid  would  warrant."    We  are 
inclined  to  adopt  the  construction,  which  is  ''  consistent  with  all 
the   words  used,*'  and   '* reconciles  all  apparent  discrepancies" 
rather  than  one  which  results  from  the  belief  of  what  the  defend- 
ant might  *^  suppose  "  on  the  reading  of  the  paper.     But  the  court 
adds  *'  eren  if  we  supplied  the  words,  '  while  the  policy  is  in  force,' 
the  policy  was  in  full  force,  for  the  whole  amount,  when  the  assured 
died.    It  was  in  force  in  all  respects  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
and  subject  to  be  forfeited  if  the  assured  did  any  act  prohibited 
hj  the  conditions,  such  as  travelling  in  certain  countries,  and  en- 
gaging*  in  certain  occupations.     In  other  words,  up  to  this  time,  it 
was  not  forfeited  at  all,  except  as  to  the  right  of  extending  it  be- 
yond the  time  to  which  the  statute  extended  it." 

We  are  of  opinion  therefore  that  the  court  below  was  right  in 
entering'  judgment  for  the  defendant,  on  the  demurrer  to  the  de- 
fendant's special  plea. 
f  Minor  matters  omitted.]  Affirmed. 
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a06PeDn.8t.809.) 

Bank — application  of  dopoHt  to  note. 

A  bank  holding  the  note  of  a  depositor,  his  deposit  being  insufficient  to  pay^ 
it  at  maturity,  is  not  bound  to  apply  his  subsequent  deposits,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  indorser,  although  sufficient. 

ACTION  on  a  promissory  note.     The  head-note  shows  the  case. 
The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

Henry  W.  Palmer  and  Detoitt  &  Fuller y  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Oarrick  M,  Harding  and  John  McOahren  for  defendant  in  error. 

Grbrn*,  J.  [Omitting  minor  matters.]  Another  point  waa 
made  however,  though  not  determined  by  the  court,  notwithstand- 
ing it  was  reserved,  which,  if  sound,  would  still  defeat  the  plaint- 
iff's right  of  recovery.  It  grew  out  of  the  fact  that  Lowenstein 
continued  to  do  business  with  the  bank,  and  had  at  various  times 
sums  on  deposit  with  the  plaintiff  sufficient  to  pay  the  note.  It  is 
contended  that  these  funds  being  within  the  power  of  the  plaintiff, 
an  obligation  arose  to  appropriate  them  to  the  payment  of  the  note 
as  in  favor  of  the  indorser,  and  this  not  being  done,  the  latter  was 
discharged.  We  do  not  think  so.  While  it  is  true  that  a  bank  is 
a  mere  debtor  to  its  depositor  for  the  amount  of  his  deposit,  and 
therefore  in  an  action  by  the  bank  against  the  depositor,  on  a  note 
upon  which  he  is  liable,  the  latter  may  set  off  his  deposit,  yet  we 
do  not  think  the  bank  is  bound  to  hold  a  deposit  for  the  protection 
of  an  indorser  of  the  depositor.  A  bank  deposit  is  different  from 
an  ordinary  debt  in  this,  that  from  its  very  nature  it  is  constantly 
subject  to  the  check  of  the  depositor,  and  is  always  •  payable  on 
demand.  The  convenience  of  the  commercial  world,  the  enormous 
amount  of  transactions  by  means  of  bank  checks,  occurring  on 
every  business  day  in  all  parts  of  the  country,  require  that  the 
greatest  facilities  should  be  afforded  for  the  use  of  bank  deposits 
by  means  of  checks  drawn  against  them.  The  free  use  of  checks 
for  commercial  purposes  would  be  greatly  impaired,  if  the  banks 
could  only  honor  them  on  peril  of  relieving  indorsers  without  an 
investigation   of  the  state  of  the  depositor's  liabilities  upon  dis- 
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counted  paper.  This  question  does  not  seem  to  have  frequently  arisen 
in  the  courts,  but  in  three  cases  out  of  four,  to  which  we  have  been 
referred,  the  right  of  the  bank  to  pay  out  the  deposit  of  the  party 
in  default  on  his  paper,  without  relieving  the  indorser,  has  been 
affirmed. 

Thus  in  Maryland,  in  the  case  of  Martin  v.  Mechanics*  Bank,  6 
Harr.  &  Johns.  235,  in  an  action  on  an  inland  bill  of  exchange  by 
an  incorporated  bank,  as  the  holder  of  the  bill  which  they  had  dis- 
counted before  it  became  due,  against  the  payee,  evidence  was 
given  that  the  acceptors  of  the  bill,  on  the  day  it  became  due  and 
for  a  long  time  before,  and  for  several  months  thereafter,  kept  an 
account  at  the  said  bank,  by  depositing,  and  from  time  to  time 
checking  out  money,  and  that  on  the  day  the  bill  became  due  they 
had  no  money  in  bank,  but  that  about  a  month  afterward  a  balance 
was  struck  between  the  bank  and  the  acceptors,  when  they  had  a 
sum  of  money  sufficient  to  have  discharged  the  bill.    Held,  that 
the  bank  was  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bill  from  the 
payee,  that  the  conduct  of  the  holders  of  the  bill  with  regard  to 
the  acceptors  was  not  a  waiver  of  their  right  against  the  indorsers 
nor  a  release  as  to  them.    And  as  between  the  holders  and  the 
acceptors,  there  was  no  payment.     The  case  was  elaborately  argued 
by  counsel  and  fully  considered  by  the  court.     It  was  held  that  a 
deposit  of  money  in  a  bank  by  a  regular  depositor  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  an  appropriation  by  him  of  the  money  deposited  to  the 
payment  of  an  existing  indebtedness  of  his,  but  rather  for  the 
mutual  benefit  and  convenience  of  the  bank  and  the  depositor, 
''according  to  the  common  course  of  business  in  our  moneyed 
institutions.     On  page  247,  the  chief  justice  said:   ''The  mere 
placing  money  in  bank  on  deposit  by  the  Messrs.  Woods  had  not 
of  itself  the  effect  to  discharge  the  appellant  from  his  liability  as  in- 
dorser  of  the  bill:  and  not  the  diverting,  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  money 
from  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  so  placed  and  received  by  them 
in  bank,  and  applying  it  to  the  payment  of  the  bill  was  not  more 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  indorsers  than  their  forbearing  to  sue  the 
acceptors,  and  did  not  amount  in  law  to  a  waiver  of  their  right 
of  action   against  either  of  the  parties.''    In    Voss  v.    German 
American  Bank,  83  111.  599,  it  was  held  that  where  the  principal 
on  a  note  payable  to  a  bank  has  funds  on  deposit  in  the  bank  after 
maturity,  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  it,  the  omission  of  the  bank 
to  appropriate  the  deposit  to  the  payment  of  the  note  will  not  dis* 
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charge  the  surety.  In  New  York,  in  the  case  of  National  Bank  of 
Newburgh  v.  Smith,  QQ  N.  Y.  271 ;  s.  c,  23  Am.  Sep.  48,  it  was 
held,  that  where  after  the  maturity  of  a  promissory  note  held  by  a 
bank,  and  due  protest  and  notice  thereof,  the  maker  makes  a  gen- 
eral deposit  in  the  bank  of  an  amount  sufficient  to  paj  the  note, 
this  does  not  of  itself  as  between  the  bank  and  an  indorser,  operate 
as  a  payment.  In  the  absence  of  any  express  agreement  or  direc- 
tions it  is  optional  with  the  bank  whether  or  not  to  apply  the 
money  in  payment;  it  is  under  no  obligation  to  do  so.  The  case  of 
McDowell  Y.  Bank  of  Wilmington^  1  Harring.  369,  in  the  State  of 
Delaware,  holds  the  contrary  doctrine,  but  we  think  the  better 
reason  is  with  the  three  preceding  cases  above  cited.  It  is  beyond 
question  that  the  bank,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  appropriation 
of  the  deposit  by  the  depositor,  would  have  the  right  to  apply  a 
general  deposit  to  the  payment  of  any  existing,  matured  indebted, 
ness  of  the  depositor.  But  that  privilege  is  a  right  which  the  bank 
may  or  may  not  exercise  in  its  discretion.  As  before  stated,  a  bank 
deposit  creates  a  form  of  indebtedness  of  a  peculiar  and  exceptional 
character.  It  is  thus  stated  in  Morse  on  Banks  and  Banking,  35: 
*'The  bank  is  under  the  obligation  of  honoring  the  customer's 
drafts  and  checks  whenever  the  same  are  presented  for  payment, 
provided  that  at  the  time  of  such  presentment  the  balance  of  the 
account,  if  then  struck,  would  show  a  credit  in  favor  of  the  cus- 
tomer of  funds  on  which  the  bank  has  no  lien  sufficient  to  meet 
the  sum  called  for  by  the  check  or  draft.  The  contract  so  to  honor 
the  depositor's  orders  is  implied  from  the  usual  course  of  business. 
The  deposit  is  made  with  the  tacit  understanding  that  the  bank 
shall  respond  to  the  depositor's  orders,  so  long  as  there  is  sufficient 
balance  to  his  credit."  It  may  well  be  that  special  circumstances 
may  exist  in  particular  cases,  which  will  convert  into  an  obligation 
or  legal  duty,  as  to  indorsers  and  others  contingently  liable,  that 
which  would  otherwise  be  a  mere  privilege  of  the  bank.  Thus  an 
original  direction  by  the  maker,  or  an  agreement  between  the  maker 
and  indorser  on  the  one  hand  and  the  bank  on  the  other,  that 
general  deposits  of  the  maker  should  be  applied  in  discharge  of  the 
indorsed  paper  after  maturity,  or  possibly  a  course  of  dealing  to 
that  effect  might  suffice  to  create  such  an  obligation.  But  in  the 
absence  of  such  circumstances  and  of  special  directions,  we  think 
that  general  deposits,  made  after  maturity  of  the  depositor's  obli- 
gation,  are  to  be  treated  in  the  same  manner,  subject  of  course  to 
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the  option  of  the  bank,  as  the  same  class  of  deposits  made  at  any 
other  time  and  before  maturity,  that  is,  according  to  the  general 
usiige  and  understanding  prevailing  in  tlie  commercial  world. 

We  fully  recognize  the  rule  thait  where  a  principal  creditor  has 
the  means  of  satisfaction  actually  or  potentially  within  his  grasp, 
he  must  retain  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  surety,  but  we  regard 
the  case  of  I)ank  deposits  as  an  exception  to  the  rule.     We  are  not 
prepared  to  say  and  do  not  hold,  that  when  the  bank  ha«  funds  of 
the  maker  in  hand  at  the  time  of  bringing  suit,  the  indorser  may 
not  avail  himself  of  the  maker's  right  of  set-off  in  defense.     In 
sach  a  case  the  equities  of  the  maker  touch  the  holder  directly,  and 
are  available  to  the  indorser.     Such  was  the  decision  of  this  court 
in  the  case  of  Sitgreaves  v.  Bank,  49  Penn.  St.  362,  and  we  know 
of  no  reason  why  that  doctrine  would  not  be  as  applicable  to  the 
case  of  a  deposit  jis  to  any  other  form  of   obligation  by  the  bank 
to  the  maker.     But  in  the  present  case  tlie  doctrine  is  inapplicable, 
l)e<'au8e  at  the  time  of  bringing  this  suit  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  plaintiff  held  any  money  of  Lowenstein  on  deposit.     In  addi- 
tion to  thiSj  it  was  part  of  the  agreement  for  extension  of  the  time 
of  jwyment  between  Ijowenstein  and  the  bank,  that  he  should  con- 
tinue to  do  business  with  the  bank.      If  he  could  not  draw  out 
funds  deposited  he  could  not  do  banking  business,  and  we  think 
there  is  a  clear  impbcation  from  the  agi'eement  for  extension,  that 
f  jowenstein  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  dmw  against  his  future  deposits, 
notwithstanding  the   dishonor  of    the   note   in   suit.      Such   an 
understanding  would  operate  against  the  right  of   the  bank  to 
appropriate  such  deposits  to  the  payment  of  the  note.     In  view  of 
ihe&e   considerations  we  think   the  learned   court   below  was  in 
error  In  not  entering  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
fixnonnt  of  the  note  and  interest  on  the  point  reserved,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  now  judgment  is  entered  on  the  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  for  $2,977.45, 
irith  interest  from  the  date  of  the  verdict  and  costs  of  suit. 

Judgment  reversed, 
Vol..  XLIX  - 17 
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Entebprisr  Transit  Company  v.  Sheedy. 

(lOBPenn  St.  4».) 

t 

Deed  —  acknowledgment  —  curing  dtfeet. 

A  notary  public  having  made  and  delivered  a  defective  certificate  of  acknowl- 
edgment of  a  deed  cannot  amend  it  in  the  absence  of  the  grantor.* 

U  JECTMENT.     The  opinion  states  the  \yomi, 

Hamlin  £  Son  and  W.  B,  Chapman,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
0.  A.  Hotchkiss  and  N,  B,  Smiley,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Per  Curiam.  This  attempt  to  impart  life  to  a  void  instrument 
has  the  merit  of  novelty.  When  Mrs.  Sheedy  affixed  her  name  to 
the  written  instrument  and  acknowledged  it,  the  acknowledgment 
was  confessedly  so  defective  as  not  to  bind  her  or  pass  her  title  to 
the  land.  It  was  then  delivered,  and  eleven  days  thereafter  re- 
corded. More  than  five  months  after  the  acknowledgment  wjis 
actually  taken,  and  the  certificate  thereof  signed  by  the  notary 
public  indorsed  thereon,  he  wrote  and  signed  a  second  certificate 
of  acknowledgment.  The  parties  to  the  instrument  did  not  again 
come  before  him,  but  he  certifies  what  occurred  months  before.  To 
this  last  certificate  he  adds  facts  not  contained  in  his  former  certi- 
ficate, with  a  view  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  valid  the  writing 
of  a  married  woman,  which  was  then  invalid.  Effect  cannot  be 
given  to  this  latter  action  to  the  notary  public. 

•   Judgment  affirmed, 
^»8ee ^rrO^  vT Tatet^iU  111.  686),  22  Am.  Rep.  12a 
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Johnson  v.  Hulings. 

(lOBPeDn.  St.  498.) 

C<mtract — public  policy  —  uiUiceiuied  broken*. 

An  anlicenfied  real  estate  agent,  subject  to  penalty  for  doing  business  without 
a  license,  cannot  recover  compensation  under  contract  for  such  business. 

ASSUMPSIT.     The  opinion  shows   the  fjicrs.     The  defendant 
had  judgment  below. 

.V.  D.  Smiley  and  M.  F.  BlUott,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

W.  B,  Ghapman  and  John  B,  Chapman,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Gordon,  J.     In  this  case,  by  a  special  verdict,  the  jury  found 
that  the  plaintiff  was,  in  the  year  J  878,  the  year  of  the  transaction 
involved  in  this  controversy,  and  also  for  some  years  before  and 
after  that  period,  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling 
real  estate  for  others  upon  commission.     That  in  that  year  he  had 
no  license  or  commission  as  a  real  estate  broker,  and  that  it  was  dur- 
ing this  time  that  he  negotiated  a  sale  of  real  estate  to  H.  L.  Taylor 
and  company  for  the  defendant  for  which  he  was  to  receive  110,000. 
On  looking  over  the  evidence  we  find  that  this  verdict  was  founded 
upon  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  himself.  In  answer  to  the  question, 
*'  What  is  your  business  ?  "  he  answered,  *'  I  am  buying  and  selling 
oil  lands  for  other  parties,  and  real  estate."     He  also  said  he  had  been 
engaged  in  that  business  about  eight  years.     He  further,  in  answer 
to  a  question  put  on  the  part  of  the  defense,  admitted  that  he  had  not 
taken  out  license  for  the  year  1878.     There  is  therefore  no  doubt  but 
that  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  real  estate  as 
a  business,  and  so  came  within  the  definition  of  *•  real  estate  broker," 
as  found  in  the  case  of  Chadvncky.  Collins,  26  Penn.  St.  138.     Such 
\ieing  the  case,  the  plaintiff  was,  by  virtue  of  the  eighteenth  section 
of  the  act  of  the  10th  of  April,  1849,  brought  within  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  May  27,  1841,  and  was  subject  to  the  penalty  therein 
prescribed    in  c»se  of  a  violation  of  those  provisions.     The  result 
follows    that    Johnson,  in  the  transaction  in  hand,  stands  in  the 
poeition  of   »  real  estate  broker  who  seeks  to  enforce  a  contract 
^Ts^  MeCanndl  v.  Kitchem  (20  S.  C.  480),  T?  Am.  Repr^S. 
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wliich,  under  the  statute,  he  had  no  right  to  make,  and  by  the 
making  of  which  he  subjected  himself  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  that 
statute.  But  a  contitict  sucli  as  tliis,  opposed  as  it  is  alike  to  good 
morals  and  public  policy,  cannot  be  enforced.  That  has  been  ruled 
times  without  number.  The  case  is  almost  identical  with  that  of 
Holt  V.  Green,  73  Penn.  St.  198;  s.  c,  13  Am.  Rep.  737.  That  like 
this,  was  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  his  commissions,  and 
there,  as  here,  it  appeared  on  cross-examination  that  he  had  no 
license.  The  only  difference  between  the  two  cases  is,  that  in  the 
one  cited  the  demand  was  for  commissions  quanlum  meruit,  and 
in  the  case  in  hand  it  is  on  a  special  contract.  This  however  may 
be  regarded  as  a  distinction  without  a  difference,  for  we  suppose 
no  one  will  contend  that  the  statute  may  be  avoided  by  the  intro- 
duction of  a  special  contract  for  commissions.  The  statute  deals 
not  with  the  question  of  compensation,  for  that  is  left  to  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  interested,  but  with  the  business  itself.  "No 
individual  or  copartnership,  other  than  those  duly  commissioned 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  use  or  exercise  the  business 
or  occupation  of  a  stock  broker,  or  an  exchange  broker  or  a  bill 
broker,  under  a  penalty  of  1500  for  each  and  every  offense,  to  be 
recovered  as  debts  are  by  law  recoverable,  one-half  for  the  use  of 
the  Commonweal  til  and  the  other  half  for  the  use  of  the  guardians 
of  the  poor,  in  the  city  or  county  where  such  offense  shall  have 
been  committed. 

If  then  the  business  itself  be  unlawful,  the  commissions  or  gains 
arising  from  it  without  regard  to  the  form  of  the  contract  for  their 
payment  are  also  unlawful. 

Hut  the  plaintiff's  main  contention  is,  that  as  the  transaction 
took  the  shape  of  a  special  contract,  and  as  under  his  narr.  and 
proof,  he  might  have  recovered  without  a  revelation  of  the  illegal 
character  of  that  contract,  therefore,  and  notwithstanding  its  true 
nature  was  revealed  by  cross-examination,  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 
It  might  be  enough  to  answer  that  in  this  he  is  met  in  the  teeth 
by  the  case  above  cited.  It  was  not  necessary  to  the  plaintiff's 
recovery  in  that  case,  that  he  should  have  proved  that  he  had  license, 
for  that  might  have  been  presumed,  but  the  fact  that  he  had  not 
license  appeared  on  cross-examination,  hence  he  lost  his  case.  Nor 
does  Shepler  v.  Scott,  85  Penn.  St.  329,  sustain  the  point  made  by 
the  plaintiff,  for  there  not  only  was  the  action  on  a  special  contract, 
but  it  nowhere  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  wis  a  broker,  or  that  he 
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had  not  been  licensed.     Again  the  rule  laid  down  ip  Swan  y.  Scott, 
11  S.  &  R.  155,  is  cited  as  conclusive  of  this  case.     It  was  there 
said,  as  has  been  said  in  many  succeeding  cases,   that  the  test 
whether  a  demand  connected  with  an  illegal  transaction  can  be 
enforced  at  law,  is   whether  the  plaintiff  requires  the  aid  of  the 
illegal  transaction  to  establish  his  case.     About  this  rule  there  is  no 
special  obscurity,  and  if  there  were  any  such  obscurity,  it  may  be 
readily  made  clear  by  an  examination  of  the  case  itself.     The  plaint- 
iff, Scott,  obtained  an  award  of  arbitrators  against  Swan,  founded 
on  an  illegal  lottery  transaction,  from  which  Swan  appealed.     He 
afterward  withdrew  the  appeal,  and  on  the  same  day  executed  to 
Scott  his  bond  for  the  amount  of  the  awai'd,  and  thereupon  Scott 
entered  satisfaction  of  record.     Then,  in  a  suit  brought  upon  the 
bond  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant  could  not  go  beyond  that  obli- 
gation to  show  that  the  foundation  of  the  preceding  award  was  an 
illegal  transaction.     The  argument  of  Mr.  Justice  Duncan*  on  this 
point  is  unanswerable.     "  If,"  says  the  learned  justice,  '*  Swan  had 
acquiesced  in  this  award  for  twenty  days,  the  judgment  would  have 
been  final ;  but  the  judgment  remained  notwithstanding  the  appeal. 
and  when  it  was  withdrawn  Scott  might  have  issued  his  execution; 
the  judgment  became  final,  and  I  may  add,  irreversible:  it  fixed 
both  parties  ;  there  was  an  end  of  the  controversy/'     The  consid- 
eration of  the  bond  was  the  award,  which  had,  by  the  agreement 
of  the  parties,  passed  into  a  judgment,  and  that  judgment  could 
not  be  attacked  collaterally,  hence  there  was  no  way  by  which  the 
original  transaction  could  be  reached.     But  how  does  all  this  fit 
the  case  in  hand?    Johnson  has  no  intervening  judgment  behind 
which  to  shelter  his  illegal  claim  ;  he  has  not  so  much  as  a  bond  or 
note:  he  stands  upon  the  illegal  contract  alone,  and  Jisks  us  to  say 
that  l>ecau8e  in  his  narr.  and  case  in  chief  he  has  had  the  ingenuity 
to  avoid   an  exposition  of  its  illegality,  that  illegality  cannot  be 
shown  by  way  of  defense.     We  have  but  to  say,  that  if  such  is  liis 
reading  of  the  nile  of  Swan  v.  Scolt,  he  is  badly  mistaken  in  tlie 
legal  principle  thereby  announced.     Moreover  if  his  interpretation 
of  the  rule  be  correct,  then  has  this  court  departed  from  it  in  many 
recent  cases;  jis  in  Morris  Run  Coal  Co,  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Penii. 
St.  174  :  s.  (\,  8  Am.  Rep.  159  ;  Kilborny,  Field,  78Penn.  St.  104; 
Hiorne  v.  Immrance  Co..  80  id.  15  ;  Holt  v.  Oreen,  supra  ;  Ham 
v.  Smiths  87   Penn.  St.   63.      And   if  these  eases  were  wanting  of 
pnpp>rt  they  might  readily  be  duplicated  from  the  reports  of  the 
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Supreme  Federal  Court.  From  these  however  we  select  but  two 
cases,  and  that  because  of  the  manner  in  which  they  elucidate  the 
doctrine  under  discussion.  Craig  v.  Slate,  4  Pot.  410,  was  an  action 
of  iissumpsit  on  a  promissory  note,  and  neither  party  having  re- 
•juircd  a  jury,  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  court,  which  on  hear- 
ing the  evidence  found  that  the  defendants  did  assume  as  the 
j)laintiff  had  declared,  and  that  the  considemtion  for  the  note  and 
tlie  assumpsit  wds  for  loan  oflBce  certificates  loaned  by  the  State  of 
Missouri  at  lier  loan  office  iu  Chariton.  Under  this  finding  by  the 
court  below,  it  was  lield  in  the  Supreme  Court,  that  under  the  plea 
of  non-assumpsit  the  defendants  were  at  liberty  to  question  the 
validity  of  the  consideration  which  was  the  foundation  of  the  con- 
tract, and  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  in  which  it  originated. 
Now  it  will  be  observed,  from  the  statement  of  this  case,  that  the 
right  of  the  defendant  to  attack  the  note  through  the  illegality  of 
the  original  contract  on  which  it  was  based,  was  made  to  depend, 
not  on  what  the  plaintiff  might  happen  to  show,  but  upon  the 
character  of  the  pleadings.  In  other  words,  the  defendant  might 
raise  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  contract  as  he  might  raise 
iny  other  defense.  In  discussing  this  point,  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
'iHALL  says  :  **  Neither  can  it  be  doubted  that  the  plea  of  non- 
jwsumpsit  allowed  the  defendants  to  draw  into  question  at  the  trial 
the  validity  of  the  consideration  on  which  the  note  was  given. 
Every  thing  which  disaffirms  the  contract,  every  thing  which  shows 
it. to  be  void,  may  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  general  issue  in  an 
action  of  assumpsit ;  the  defendants  therefore  were  at  liberty  to 
question  the  validity  of  the  consideration  which  was  the  foundation 
of  the  contract,  and  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  in  which  it 
originated.'' 

It  will  here  be  seen  tliat  the  doctrine  thus  stated  goes  one  step 
beyond  what  is  required  to  sustain  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  in 
the  case  in  hand,  for  the  defense  wjis  permitted  to  pass  over  the 
note  and  attack  the  contract  in  which  it  originated.  Here  how- 
ov<M*  all  that  has  l>een  done  has  btM?n  to  sliow  the  unlawful  chanioter 
of  the  very  transaction  on  which  the  suit  is  founded.  Again  we 
liavo  in  Arinstrong  \,  Toln\  11  Wheat.  258,  a  statement  by  the 
same  eminent  authority  of  the  rule  of  law  governing  illegal  ami 
immoral  contracts,  which  is  correctly  abbreviated  in  the  syllabus  of 
that  case  Jis  follows  :  *'  Where  a  contract  grows  immediately  out  of. 
and  is  connected  with,  an  illegal  or  immoral  act,  a  court  of  jnsrico 
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will  not  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  it.     So  if  the  contract  be  in  part 
only  connected  with  the  illegal  consideration,  and  growing  imme- 
diately out  of  it,  though  it  be  in  fact  a  new  contract,  it  is  equally 
tainted  by  it."     Where  however  the  promise  or  undertaking  on 
which  suit  is  brought  is  not  connected  with  the  illegal  contract, 
the  rule  is  different.     As  in  the  case  put  by  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Faikney  \.  Reytioics,  4  Burr.  2069,  if  one  person  pay  the  debt  of 
another  at  his^uest,  hn  action  may  be  sustained  to  recover  the 
money,  although  the  original  contract  was  unlawful,  and  thougli 
the  i^erson  who  paid  the  money  knew  that  it  was  paid  in  discharge 
of  a  debt  not  recoverable  at  law.     All  these  cases  tend  to  elucidate 
tlie  rule  as  stated  in  Swan  v.  Scoti,  and  determine  beyond  con- 
troversy that  whenever  it  is  made  to  appear  during  the  trial  of  a 
case  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  rests  upon  an  illegal  foundation,  the 
court  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  it.     On  the  other  hand,  where 
the  illegal  transaction  is  not  involved  in  the  case  trying,  but  in  a 
matter  distinct  and  collateral,  a  recovery  nuiy  be  had. 

We  are  therefore  brought  to  the  conclusion  that  the  court  below 
committed   no   error  in  directing  judgment  to  be  entered  on  the 
special  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Sale  v.  First  Regular  Baptist  Church  of  Mason  Oitt. 

(02  Iowa,  26.) 
ReUgieus  society  —  expulsion  from  church. 

A  religious  society  cannot  be  compelled  to  reinstate  a  member  expelled  from 
the  church,  where  the  expulsion  was  not  by  an  act  of  the  corporation  and 
did  not  affect  any  interest  in  property.* 

MANDAMUS  to  reinstate  u  member  expelled  from  a  chnrch. 
The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Oldss  A  Hughes  and  Miller  &  CUggett,  for  appellant. 

Blythe  and  Markley,  for  appellee. 

Seevers,  J.  When  rights  of  property  are  in  controversy,  it  is 
conceded  by  counsel  for  the  appellant  that  the  courts  have  the 
jurisdiction  and  power  to  inquire  x\s  to  the  proceedings  of  an  eccle- 
siiustical  body  which  affect  such  right.  And  on  the  other  hand,  as 
wo  understand,  counsel  for  the  appellee  concede,  that  if  there  was 

»To  same  eflFert,  Hardin  v.  Tn/Mees,  etc.  (51  Mich.  137),  47  Am.  Rep.  665.     See 
Landis  v.  Campl)eU,  post. 
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uo  corporation,  the  courts  could  not  inquire  and  determine  whether 
the  plaintiff  liad  been  lawfully  expelled  from  the  church  for  un- 
christian conduct,  or  for  non-compliance  with  the  rules  and  disci- 
pline of  the  church.  But  the  appellee  insists,  that  us  a  member 
of  the  corporation,  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  certain  rights,  for 
tiie  protection  of  which  she  may  appeal  to  the  courts.  This  we 
understand  to  be  the  single  question  to  be  determined.  The 
demurrer  admits  all  the  allegations  of  the  petition  which  are  well 
pleaded,  and  no  more.  The  petition  states  that  the  corporation 
ex]>elled  the  plaintiff,  but  this  is  a  conclusion  from  the  facts 
pleaded,  and  we  have  to  inquire  whether  the  allegation  is  true,  and 
if  so,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  been  deprived  of  a  valuable  right. 
The  corporation  and  church,  in  so  far  as  the  discipline  of  the  lat- 
t^r-r  is  concerned,  are  not  identical.  The  object  of  the  corporation 
is  declared  to  be  **  purely  religious,  and  the  building  up  of  a  church 
membership."  To  that  end  it  has  charge  of  all  the  interests  and 
property  which  is  now  owned  or  may  hereafter  be  owned,  by  the 
•'  First  Regular  Baptist  Church  of  Mason  City,  Iowa."  It  also  has 
power  to  acquire  property,  and  sue  and  be  sued,  and  all  powers 
enjoyed  by  **  corporations  organized  for  religious  purposes  under 
the  existing  ^aws  of  Iowa."  The  officers  of  the  corporation  con- 
sist of  five  trustees,  clerk  and  treasurer.  The  trustees  have  the 
care  of  the  property,  both  real  and  personal,  and  manage  the  affairs 
of  the  corporation.  New  members  shall  be  admitted  to  member- 
ship, and  other  members  released  therefrom,  according  to  the  rules 
governing  the  Regular  Baptist  denomination  of  the  United  States. 
Certain  "  rules  of  church  government  in  the  matter  of  the  disci- 
pline of  members  "  are  made  a  part  of  the  petition,  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  such  rules  have  been  adopted  by,  or  can  be  regarded 
as  by-laws  or  rules  governing  the  corporation.  The  only  and 
primary  object  of  the  corporation  is  the  acquisition  and  taking 
care  of  property.  The  rules  of  the  church  as  to  the  discipline  of 
members  have  no  relation  to  the  corporate  property  or  corporate 
matters.  Now  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  was  expelled  or 
cut  off  by  the  church  for  "  insufferable  offenses  "  against  the  church. 
The  **hand  of  fellowship  was  withdrawn,"  not  by  the  corporation, 
but  by  the  church.  The  plaintiff  sought  to  be  restored  to  the 
church,  and  the  church  voted  to  indefinitely  postpone  the  applica- 
tion.*' The  corporation  is  not  managed  by  the  church,  but  by  trus- 
tees.  The  latter  have  taken  no  action  in  relation  to  the  plaintiff. 
Vol.  X  TJX      IS 
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nor  has  she  been  expelled  tlierefrom  by  amy  jiction  of  the  corpora- 
tion, unless  what  was  done  by  the  church  amounts  to  expulsion 
from  the  corporation.  It  will  be  conceded  that  all  members  of  the 
church  have  tlie  right  to  vote  for  and  select  the  trustees  of  the  cor- 
])onition,  and  it  will  be  conceded  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  do- 
j)rived  of  this  right  by  ceasing  to  be  a  member  of  the  church.  For 
some  alleged  offense  against  the  church,  the  plaintiff  has  bcnii 
expelled  therefrom  by  the  church.  This  is  a  purely  ecclesiastical 
<|uestion  into  which  we  cannot  inquire.  By  virtue  of  her  church 
membership,  the  plaintiff  became  a  member  of  the  corporation, 
entitled  only  to  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a  member  of  a  cor- 
poration organized  for  religious  or  ecclesiastic  purposes.  The  cor- 
poration was  not  organized  for  pecuniary  prolit.  No  such  profit 
can  possibly  accrue  to  any  member.  No  property  interest,  or  any 
other  valuable  civil  right,  has  been  affected  by  the  action  of  the 
church.  The  plaintiff  has  not  and  cannot  suffer  any  civil  damages 
whatever.  This  view  is  in  harmony  with  Hardin  v.  Baptist  Church, 
51  Mich.  137  ;  8.  c,  47  Am.  Rep.  555,  where  numerous  authori- 
ties are  cited.  See  also  the  later  case  of  Livingston  v.  Trinity 
Church,  16  Vroom,  230.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  court 
erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Hauqhey  v.  Hart. 

m  Iowa,  98.) 

Negiiffenee  — pit  near  Hghimy  —  animals  running  at  large. 

In  a  county  where  stock  lawfully  ran  at  large,  the  defendant  dug  a  well  on  Lis 
uninclosed  land,  near  the  highway,  and  left  it  uncovered  and  unfenced.  and 
the  plaintiffs  horse  running  at  large  fell  into  it  and  was  killed.  Held,  that 
defendant  was  liable. 

ACTION  for  negligent  killing  of  a  horse.     The  opinion  states 
the  facts.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

Snelling  <&  Irwin,  for  appellant. 
Gregory  tf  Bailie,  for  appellee. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TEKM,  1883.  139 

Haughey  y.  Hart. 


RoTHBOCK,  J.  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  petition  to  which 
the  demurrer  was  sustained  : 

''That  the  defendant  was  for  the  six  months  last  past  and  is  now 
the  owner  of  the  following  described  premises,  to-wit :  The  north 
half  of  the  north-e4i8t  quainter  of  section  29,  Grant  township,  Buena 
Vista  county,  Iowa ;  and  that  said  premises  were  in  the  month  of 
January,  1883,  and  still  are  unfenced. 

**  That  defendant  caused  and  permitted  to  be  dug  on  said  unfenced 
premises  a  certain  dangerous  excavation  or  well,  which  was  and  is 
immediately  jidjacent  to  the  highway,  and  knowingly  and  negli- 
gently permitted  the  same  to  remain  wholly  uncovered  and 
unguarded,  although  she  well  knew  and  had  been  advised  that  said 
dangerous  excavation  was  frequented  by  stock  that  was  running  at 
large.  Yet  notwithstanding  these  facts,  she  still  permitted  said 
dangerous  and  unsafe  excavation  to  be  and  remain  in  the  sarai^ 
unsafe  condition,  and  removed  from  said  premises,  leaving  no  one 
in  charge  thereof  and  taking  no  precaution  whatever  to  prevent 
stock  from  falling  into  said  excavation  or  well. 

**The  plamtiff  further  states  that  tlie  police  regulation,  restrain- 
ing stock  from  running  at  large,  is  not  now  and  never  has  been  in 
force,  as  by  statute  provided,  in  the  county  of  Buena  Vista,  Iowa. 
**  That  in  and  during  the  month  of  January,  1883,  a  certjiin 
cream-colored  horse  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  without  any  negli- 
gence on  his  part,  strayed  onto  the  premises  of  this  defendant  and  fell 
into  said  dangerous  well  or  excavation  and  was  thereby  killed, 
without  any  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  this  plaintiff." 

The  demurrer  is  based  upon  several  grounds,  two  of  which  onlv 
need  be  mentioned.  It  is  claimed  in  one  of  these  grounds  '*  that 
then*  are  no  facts  showing  that  the  negligence  of  defendant  caused 
the  death  of  the  horse."  The  other  is  that  ^'  said  petition  does  not 
show  that  said  horse  was  lawfully  on  defendant's  premises  at  the 
time  of  the  injury  complained  of." 

The  facts  upon  which  the  alleged  negligence  Ls  based,  brieflv 
stated,  are  that  the  land  of  the  defendant  is  unfenced  and  that 
npoti  the  land,  and  immediately  adjacent  to  a  highway,  she  made  a 
(iangerous  excavation  and  negligently  allowed  the  same  to  remain 
nncovereil,  although  she  well  knew  that  the  place  where  said  excra- 
vation  was  situated  was  frequented  by  stock  running  at  hiTgo, 
Was  this  negligence  for  which  plaintiff  was  liable  ?  We  think  tlie 
liability  depi^nds  upon  the  fact  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff's  horse 
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was  rightfully  running  at  large  upon  defendant's  premises.  It  is 
claimed  that  as  the  county  of  Buena  Vista  has  not  restrained  stock 
from  running  at  large,  the  horse  was  rightfully  at  the  place  where 
he  was  killed.  It  was  long  ago  held  in  this  State  that  the  owner  of 
cattle  running  at  large  upon  the  land  of  another  was  not  liable  in 
trespass.  In  other  words,  it  was  held  that  cattle  were  free  com- 
moners and  that  the  mere  fact  of  }>ermitting  cattle  to  run  at  large 
is  not  a  ground  of  imputing  negligence  to  the  owner.  Wagner  v. 
Bissell,  3  Iowa,  396  ;  Hmth  v.  CoUenback,  5  id.  490 ;  Alger  v.  Muss. 
£  Missouri  Ry.  Co,,  10  id.  268.  And  this  is  the  law  of  this  State 
at  the  present  time,  excepting  in  those  counties  where  stock  is 
restrained  from  running  at  large.  What  the  rights  of  owners  of 
stock  in  such  counties  are  we  need  not  determine. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  chargeable  with  negligence  in  allowing  his 
horse  to  run  at  large  upon  the  uninclosed  land  of  another.  At 
least  this  must  be  so,  unless  it  should  appear  that  he  was  injuring 
the  crops  of  the  plaintiff  at  or  near  the  uncovered  well.  Whether 
or  not  this  would,  under  the  law,  change  the  rule  above  announced 
we  need  not  determine  in  this  case. 

In  the  case  of  Young  v.  Harvey,  16  Ind.  314,  the  defendant 
commenced  digging  a  well  on  an  uninclosed  lot  owned  by  him  in  a 
suburb  of  Indianapolis.  After  sinking  the  well  to  the  depth  of  six 
feet,  he  abandoned  it  and  left  it  uncovered.  The  hole  or  pit  was 
useless.  The  horse  of  plaintiff,  while  lawfully  grazing  on  the  com- 
mon, fell  into  the  well  and  was  killed.  It  was  held  that  an  action 
for  damages  could  be  maintained  by  the  owner  of  the  horse.  The 
opinion  in  that  case  appears  to  be  based  upon  the  thought,  that 
owing  to  the  large  number  of  animals  which  were  allowed  to  graze 
upon  the  premises,  there  was  a  strong  probability  of  injury  and 
damages  arising  from  the  unprotected  excavation. 

In  Shearman  &  Redfield  Negligence,  599,  it  is  said  :  "  Of 
(rourse,  it  is  culpable  negligence  to  leave  a  pit  or  other  excavation 
in  such  an  unguarded  state  as  to  cause  injury  to  a  person  having  a 
right  to  be  upon  the  land,  and  using  that  right  with  ordinary  care." 
In  Addison  on  Torts,  201,  it  is  said:  '^ Every  occupier  of  land, 
who  allows  wells  or  raining  shafts  to  remain  on  his  land  unguarded 
and  unprotected,  is  responsible  in  damages  to  all  persons  falling 
into  them,  provided  they  were  lawfully  traversing  the  land  on 
which  the  shaft  or  well  existed,  and  fell  into  it  without  any  negli- 
gen(?e  or  misconduct  on  their  part;  but  if  they  were  at  the  time 
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trespassers  on  the  land,  and  the  well  or  shaft  was  more  than  twenty- 
five  yards  from  a  public  carriage  way,  they  will  not  be  entitled  to 
recover."  The  reference  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  within  twenty- 
five  yards  from  a  public  carriage  way  is  made,  because  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  General  Highway  Act  in  England. 

It  appears  from  these  authorities  that  the  rights  of  the  parties 
are  made  to  turn  upon  whether  or  not  the  injured  person  or  animal 
was,   at   the   time  of  receiving   the   injury,   rightfully  upon   the 
defendant's  premises.    And  in  the  case  of  Young  v.  Hai^ey,  .supra y 
stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact  that  there  was  a  strong  probability  of 
injury  by  reason  of  the  large  number  of  animals  grazing  upon  the 
common.     We  think,  that  if   the  owner  of  unimproved  and  un- 
broken land  should  make  an  excavation  thereon  at  a  place  remote 
from  where  stock  is  accustomed  to  roam,  and  leave  the  excavation 
uncovered,  he  should  not  be  held  liable  for  injuries  to  animals  fall- 
ing into  it.     But  it  is  averred  in  the  petition  that  the  excavation 
was  immediately  adjacent  to  a  highway,  and  in  a  place  which  the 
defendant  knew  was  frequented  by  stock  running  at  large.    In  such 
ease^  we  think  the  omission  to  cover  or  protect  the  excavation  was 
negligence.      The  question  of  negligence,  or  freedom  from  negli- 
gence, should  be  determined  by  the  other  question,  whether  or  not 
a  person  exercising  reasonable  care  and  prudence*  would  apprehend 
that  there  w^as  a  probability  of  injury  to  persons  or  animals  by  rea- 
son of  the  excayation.     We  think  the  demurrer  should  have  been 
oTermled* 

Judgment  reversed. 


QuiKN  V.  Shields, 

(68  Iowa,  129.) 
Will  —  chaHtaJbU  devue. 

A  demise  to  one  for  life,  providing  that  what  remaios  at  his  death  he  shaU 
devise  "to  tli€f  support  and  manag^ement  of  such  worthy  and  meritorious 
.  cliarita.l>le  and  educational  and  religious  institutions  of  the  Roman  Catholic 

\  fmith  '*  as  lie  xnay  determine,  is  valid.* 

l  ♦  Contra,  Prichard  v.  Thompson  (95  N.  Y.  70),  47  Am.  Rep.  9. 
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ACTION  to  construe  a  will.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Stiles  <&  Beaman,  for  appolhnits. 

ff,  B.  Hendershott  and  McNeil  dt^  TisdaUy  for  appellees. 

Beck,  J.  I.  Mar)-  Tally,  deceased,  executed  a  will,  in  the  sixth 
item  of  which  she  directs  that  a  certain  note  and  mortgage  secur- 
ing it,  made  to  her  by  'I'he  Sisters  of  the  Humility  of  Mary,  a  cor- 
l)oration  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State,  should  be  surren- 
dered to  that  corporation,  and  should  be  canceled  without  payment. 
The  seventh  item  of  the  will  disposes  of  certain  notes  and  mort- 
gages by  directing,  in  tlie  language  of  the  will,  that  the  securities 
''shall  go  and  be  held  and  controlled  and  managed  by  my  friend 
and  relative.  Miss  Mary  T.  Shields,  for  and  during  her  natural 
life,  and  for  her  and  to  her  sole  benefit,  and  at  the  death  of  Mary 
T.  Shields,  I  desire,  and  my  will  is,  that  the  principal  of  the  securi- 
ties in  this  subdivision  of  my  will  mentioned,  and  so  much  of  the 
interest  arising  therefrom  as  shall  remain  in  the  hands  of  Mary  T. 
Shields  unexpended,  shall  go  to  the  support  and  encouragement  of 
sueii  worthy  and  clmri table  and  educational  and  religious  institu- 
tions of  the  Roman  Catholic  faith,  as  my  said  friend,  Mary  T. 
Shields,  may  determine,  and  she  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  mak- 
ing such  disposition  of  said  means  as  is  herein  provided,  by  will 
])roperly  executed  before  her  death,  it  being  my  intention  that  so 
much  of  the  funds  herein  intrusted  to  said  Mary  T.  Shields,  for 
her  use  aud  benefit  during  her  natural  life,  as  may  remain  at  her 
death,  shall  not  descend  to  her  heirs,  but  go,  as  above  provided,  to 
sDine  Catholic  institution  or  institutions." 

The  ninth  item  directs  that  Mary  T.  Shields  ''shall  take  and 
liold,  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  seventh  subdivision  [item] 
of  this  will,"  certain  real  estate,  "or  the  proceeds  which  may  arise 
from  the  sale  of  said  property." 

[Omitting  immaterial  statements.  | 

It  is  alleged  in  the  petition  that  the  bequest  in  the  seventh  item, 
and  the  devise  in  the  ninth,  are  void  for  uncertainty,  inasmuch  as 
the  will  does  riot  indicate  the  pei"sons  or  objects  for  which  the 
funds  and  property  shall  be  appropriated. 

The  defendants,  the  executors  named  in  the  will  (Mary  T.  Shields 
l)eing  one  of  them),  which  has  been  admitted  to  probate,  and  the 
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legatee  and  devisee  named  iu  the  sbcth^  seventh  and  ninth  items  of 
the  will  as  above  shown,  demurred  to  the  petition,  on  the  ground 
that  it  fails  to  show  facts  entitling  plaintiff  to  the  relief  claimed, 
The  demurrer  was  sustained.  The  case  is  before  us  for  determina- 
-  tion  upon  the  pleadings. 
[Minor  matters  omitted.] 

We  come  now  to  the  consideration  of  the  bequest  and  devise  found 
ill  the  seventh  and  ninth  items  of  the  will.  They  need  not  be  sepa- 
rately referred  to  in  our  discussion  of  the  principles  of  law,  the  same 
doctrines  applying  to  both. 

It  plainly  appears  that  in  these  items  a  life  estate  in  the  real  prop- 
erty,  and  the  income  arising  from  the  personalty  during  the  life  of 
Mary  T.  Shields,  are  willed  to  her.  This  is  not  denied  by  either 
party.  The  only  question  in  dispute  is  this :  Does  the  will  so  dis- 
pose of  the  estate  in  remainder  in  the  realty,  and  the  funds  that 
shall  be  found  upon  the  death  of  the  devisee  and  legatee,  that  the 
court  will  enforce  its  provisions?  Counsel  for  plaintiffs  insist  that 
these  items  of  the  will  are  void  for  uncertainty.  This  statement 
discloses  the  question  for  our  decision  in  tliis  branch  of  the  case. 
It  is  first  insisted  by  plaintiffs'  counsel  that  the  objects  and  chari- 
ties mentioned  in  the  will,  to  which  the  real  estate  and  funds  are 
to  be  appropriated,  are  so  uncertain  that  the  law  will  not  and  can- 
not effectuate  the  intentions  of  the  testator,  and  enforce  the  wiU. 
The  foundation  of  this  position  is  that  the  will  does  not,  with  suffi- 
cient certainty,  indicate  the  beneficiaries  of  the  charity. 

Reading  the  items  of  the  will  in  question,  we  discover  the  testa- 
ment in  the  following  language  :    '*  I  desire,  and  my  will  is,  that 
the  principal  of  the  securities  in  this  subdivision  of  my  will  men- 
tioned, and  so  mucli  of  the  interest  arising  therefrom  as  may  re- 
main in  the  hands  of  said  Mary  T.  Shields,  unexpended,  shall  go 
to  the  support  and  encouragement  of  such  worthy  and  meritorious 
charitable  and  educational  and  religious  institutions  of  the  Boman 
Catholic  faith,  as  my  said  friend,  Mary  T.  Shields,  may  determine." 
The  beneficiaries  of  the  charity  of  the  testator  are  here  clearly  indi- 
i-ated    to  be   **such  worthy  and  meritorious"  institutions  of  the 
*•  Roman  Catholic  faith,"  i\s  may  be  determined  by  Mary  T.  Shields. 
The  will  does  not  sixjcifically  name  the  persons  or  institutions  that 
are  to  receive  the  charity.     It  leaves  the  beneficiaries  to  be  chosen 
and  named  by  the  |)erson  a])])ointed  to  distribute  the  charity.     It 
iii  competent  for  a  testator  to  bestow  a  charity  \\\H)n  a  person  or  in- 
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stitufcion  to  be  chosen  or  named  by  a  trustee  or  executor.  In  that 
case,  there  is  no  uncertainty  of  the  beneficiary,  for  the  courts,  when 
called  upon  to  enforce  the  testament,  will  be  advised  of  the  direction 
of  the  charity  by  the  act  or  declaration  of  the  trustee  or  executor. 
Wills  providing  for  the  distribution  and  api)ropriation  of  charities 
in  this  manner  are  ^ways  upheld  by  the  courts.  Perry  Trust*, 
§  731  ;  2  Redf.  Wills  (2d.  ed.),  530-535  ;  Hesketh  v.  Murphy,  35 
N.  J.  Eq.  23  ;  and  see  cases  cited  in  note  by  reporter :  Wcl1i<  v. 
Doane,  3  Gray,  201  ;  Brown  v.  Kelsey,  2  Cush.  243 ;  Salton- 
stall  v.  Sanders,  11  Allen,  446;  First  Universalist  Society  of 
North  Adams  v.  Fitch,  8  Gray,  421  ;  Goiiig  v.  Emery,  16  Pick.  107  ; 
Miller  \,  Teachout,  24  Ohio  St.  525;  Am,  Tract  Soc,  v.  Atwater, 
30  id.  77  ;  DeBruler  v.  Ferguson,  54  Ind.  549  ;  Com.  of  La- 
grange Co,  V.  Rogers,  55  id.  297 ;  Pickering  v.  Shotwell,  10 
Penn.  St.  23  ;  Witman  v.  Lex,  17  S.  &  R.  88 ;  Beaver  v.  fiHlso7i,S 
Penn.  St.  327  ;  Perin  v.  Carey,  24  How.  465  ;  Loring  v.  Marsh, 
6  Wall.  337. 

An  elaborate  note  to  Hesketh  v.  Murphy,  supra,  by  the  reporter 
and  another,  found  in  21  Am.  Law  Register  (N.  S.),  660-666,  cite 
scores  of  cases  holding  that  similar  dispositions  of  charities  by  will 
are  valid.  It  also  gives  quite  a  number  that  may  be  cited  against 
the  doctrine.  We  doubt  not  however  that  the  conclusion  we  reach 
is  supported  by  the  great  weight  of  authority.  The  facts  of  this 
ease  distinguish  it  from  LePage  v.  McNamara,  5  Iowa,  124. 

We  reach  the  conclusion  that  the  will  is  not  void  for  uncertainty 
of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  charity. 

We  are  to  inquire  whether  there  is  a  trustee  named  in  the  will, 
>vhose  act  or  designation  will  render  certain  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
charity.  This  may  be  admitted,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  with- 
out so  deciding,  to  be  necessary.  Counsel  for  plaintiffs  insist  that 
the  will  provides  for  no  such  trustee.  We  think  the  contrary  clearly 
appears,  and  that  the  instrument  in  the  plainest  terms  names  Mary 
T.  Shields  as  such  trustee.  The  language  of  the  will  following  that 
last  quoted  is  as  follows  :  "  She  [Mary  T.  Shields]  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  making  such  disposition  of  said  means  as  is  herein  pro- 
vided, by  will  properly  executed  before  her  death,  it  being  my  in- 
tention that  so  much  of  the  funds  herein  intrusted  to  said  Mary 
T.  Shields  for  her  use  and  benefit  during  her  natural  life,  as  may 
remain  at  her  death,  shall  not  descend  to  her  heirs,  but  go  as  above 
provided,  to  some  Catholic  institution  or  institutions." 
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It  cannot  be  doubted  that  if  the  words  *'  by  will  properly  executed 
before  her  death  "  had  been  omitted,  the  language  would  have  clearly 
indicated  the  creation  of  a  trust,  and  directed  its  execution.  But 
counsel  for  plaintiff  urge,  that  as  these  words  limit  the  power  of 
Mary  T.  Shields  to  make  the  appropriation  of  the  charity  and  des- 
ignation of  the  beneficiaries  by  will,  she  cannot  therefore  be  re- 
garded as  a  trustee.  There  is  no  force  in  this  position  for  these 
reasons  :  Suppose  Mary  T.  Shields  should  waive  her  life  estate  and 
interest  in  the  property,  can  it  be  doubted  that  she  could  then  in- 
dicate the  beneficiaries  to  receive  the  charity  ?  Or  can  it  be  doubted 
that  she  has  the  right  and  power  to  surrender  her  life  estate  ?  In 
cjise  she  should  do  so,  the  trust  could  be  executed  by  her  in  her  life- 
time. Can  it  be  said  that  she  will  not  do  so  ?  Surely  chancery 
wiU  entertain  no  such  presumption. 

But  we  are  able  to  discover  no  reason  why  the  trust  may  not  be 
executed  by  a  will,  as  permitted  or  contemplated  by  the  language 
of  the  testament  before  us.  Indeed  the  provision  seems  to  have 
been  suggested  by  common  sense,  seeking  to  effectuate  the  inten- 
tion oi  the  decedent.  She  intended  that  Mary  T.  Shields  should 
enjoy  the  property  during  her  life,  and  she  further  intended  that 
the  same  power  should  direct  the  charity  to  the  beneficiaries  who 
shonld  finally  receive  it.  When  Shields'  rights  shall  cease  she  will 
be  no  more  in  life,  and  will  therefore  be  incapable  of  then  naming 
the  beneficiaries.  But  property  may  be  disposed  of  by  will,  and 
the  decedent,  in  the  exercise  of  good  common  sense,  chose  that 
character  of  disposition  on  the  part  of  Shields  which  would  per- 
fectly carry  out  the  intention  of  the  testator.  We  know  of  no 
legal  principles  which  will  defeat  the  will  on  this  ground,  and  have 
been  referred  to  no  authorities  so  holding.  The  authorities  hold, 
we  think,  that  a  power  relating  to  a  trust  may  be  executed  by  a 
win  where  the  power  creating  the  trust  so  provides.  See  4  Kent 
Ck)nu  *330 ;  2  Hillard  Real  Prop.,  p.  563,  §  41 ;  2  Greenl.  Cruise 
Beal  Prop.,  p.  534,  §  16 ;  1  Jarm.  Wills,  547;  1  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  § 
173,  and  notes.  These  authorities  go  to  the  extent  of  holding, 
that  when  no  form  for  the  execution  of  the  power  is  prescribed  it 
may  be  executed  either  by  deed  or  wilL 

Ifc  is  urged  that  Shields  may  not  execute  a  will,  and  in  that  case 

the  court  cannot  enforce  the  will  for  the  reason  of  the  uncertainty 

that  will  exist  as  to  the  beneficiaries  of  the  charity.     We  cannot 

presume  that  the  trustee  will  neglect  to  discharge  the  duty  imposed 
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upon  her  of  naming  by  will  the  beneficiaries,  but  on  the  contrary 
must  presume  that  she  will,  in  the  disehai'ge  of  her  duty^  indicate 
by  testament  the  objects  to  which  the  charity  shall  be  appropriated. 
But  at  all  events  that  question  cannot  now  be  anticipated.  It  will 
be  time  enough  to  meet  it  when  Shields  dies  without  making  the 
disposition  of  the  property  by  will,  if  such  a  thing  sliould  happen. 
The  foregoing  discussion  disposes  of  all  questions  necessary  to 
bo  considered  in  tlie  dis})ositiou  of  this  case,  and  brings  us  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  judgment  of  tlie  District  Court  ought  to  be 

Affirmed. 


State  v.  Shormakbr. 

{(SSt  Iowa.  343.) 

Bastardf/  —  WtbUity  for  support. 

A  man  marrying  a  woman,  known  by  him  to  be  pregnant  by  another,  is  alone 
liable  for  the  support  of  the  child. 

PROCEEDING  to  charge  defendant  witli  support  of  a  bastard. 
The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  defendant  had  judgment 
below. 

H.  B.  Henderahott,  Samuel  Jones  and  Smith  McPherson,  attor- 
ney-general, for  State. 

Stiles  t§  Beaman,  for  appellee. 

Be(^k,  J.  The  undisputed  testimony  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence 
for  the  State  established  the  following  facts: 

1.  The  child  was  begotten  by  the  defendant,  and  was  born  on  the 
13th  day  of  August,  1882.  2.  Prior  to  its  birth,  on  the  1st  day 
of  June,  1882,  the  mother,  the  prosecutrix,  married  another  man 
named  Getz.  3.  At  and  before  the  marriage,  Getz  wjis  informed 
by  the  prosecutrix  that  she  was  enceinte  ;  her  condition  was  appar- 
ent from  her  appearance.  Upon  these  facts,  the  District  Court  held 
that  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  and  directed  the  jury  to  return  a 
verdict  for  defendant. 

Under  chapter  5C,  title  25  of  the  Code,  a  father  may  be  charged 
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with  the  maintcnaucc  of  lii.s  illegitiiuute  child.     Tlie  proceeding 
tlioreuuder  is  entitled  its  an  iU;tion  in  the  numo  of  tlie  State  against 
the  alleged  father,  and  may  be  ]»roseouted  upon  the  complain  1  of 
the  mother.     It  is  a  civil  acti<m  of  a  summ:iry  nature,  ffultucs  v. 
Stale,  2  (i.  Greene,  501  ;  Black  Ilawl'  County  v.  Colter,  \Vl  Iowa, 
1*25,  and  is  intended  to  secure  the  maintenance  of  the  bastard,  to 
the  end  that  in  no  event  shall  the  public  become  chargeable  there- 
with.    Of  course,  if  one  stands  in  the  relation  to  the  clnld  whicli 
will  cause  the  law  to  esteem  him  liable  as  its  father  for  its  sup]>ort, 
1mm iig  in  locu  parent in^  the  jirocecding  cannot  be  prosecuted  aigainst 
aii<»ther  who  is  in  fact  the  natural  father.     The  one  whose  relations 
are  such  that  he  stands  in  loco  parentis  the  law  esteems  the  father, 
and  will  not,  for  vari<ms  reasons,  in<|uire  by  whom  the  child  was 
begotten.     One  who  nuirries  a  woman  known  by  him  to  be  enceinte 
is  regarded  by  the  law  as  ado})ting  into  his  family  the  child  at  its 
]ii rth.     He  ccmld  Jiot  ex|)ect  that  the  mother  upon  its  birth  would 
discard  the  ciiild  and  refuse  to  giTe  it  nurture  and  maintenance. 
The  law  would  forbid  a  thing  so  unnatural.     The  child,  receiving 
its  support  from  tiie  mother,  must  of  necessity  become  one  of  her 
family,  which  is  ecpudly  the  family  of  the  husband.     The  child 
tlion  is  received  into  the  family  of  the  husband,  who  stands  jis  to 
it  ill    loco  parentis.     This  being  the  law,  it  enters  into  the  mar- 
risigc  contract  between  the  mother  and  the  husband.      When  this 
relation  is  established,  the  law  niises  a  conclusive  presumption  that 
the  husband  is  the  father  of  his  wife's  illegitimate  child.     We  must 
not  be  understood  to  hold  that  this  rule  prevails  in  cases  involving 
questions  of  heirship  and  inheritance.     In  these  cases  the  rights  of 
otIic»rx5  besides  the  husband   and  bastard  arise.     In  this  case,  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  the  husband  and  child  are  alone  involved, 
thej  rest  upon  the  relations  which  impose  upon  the  husband  the 
diitv  of  maintaining  the  child.     Our  conclusion  is  supported  by 
public   policy,  and  considenitions  which  work  for  the  peace  and 
well   being  of  families.     A  husband  who,  in  the  manner  we  have 
in*lic»fced,  has  put  himself  in  loco  parentis  of  a  bastard  child  of  his 
wife,  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  disturb  the  family  relation,  and 
bring  scandal  upon  his  wife  and  her  child,  by  establishing  its  bas- 
tardy, after  he  has  condoned  the  wife's  offense  by  taking  her  in 
marriage. 

The  conclusion  we  reached  in  this  case  is  supported  by  State  v. 
Romaine^  58  Iowa,  46,  and  cases  therein  cited. 
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Many  of  the  cases  cited  by  defendant's  counsel,  WriglU  v.  Hicka, 
15  Ga.  160;  Cross  v.  Cross,  3  Paige,  139;  23  Am.  Dec.  778;  Goodright 
V.  Sauly  4 Tenn.  356:  Lomex\,  ffolmdm,  2  Str.  940;  Holly,  Common- 
wealth,  Hardin  (Ky.),  486  ;  State  v.  Pettaway,  3  Hawks,  623; 
Commonwealth  v.  Wentz,  1  Ashm.  269;  The  King  v.  Inhabitants 
of  Kea,  East,  132;  The  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Maidstone,  12  id., 

550  ;  Slielly  v. ,  13  Ves.  56  ;    State  v.  Broadway,  69  K.   C. 

411 ;  Stegall  v.  StegalVs  AdmW,  2  Brock.  0.  C,  256,  involve  ques- 
tions of  heirship  or  inheritance,  and  in  this  respect  differ  from  the 
case  before  us.  The  distinctions  between  those  cases  and  this, 
based  upon  this  ground,  are  obvious.  We  have  above  pointed  them 
out.  Other  cases  cited  by  counsel  are  also  distinguished  by  these 
facts  from  this  case.  It  is  our  conclusion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  ought  to  be 

A-girmed, 


Thomas  v.  Stetson. 

(62  Iowa,  637.) 

Partnerghip  — pacing  indimdual  debt  toith  firm  property. 

One  partner,  individually  indebted  to  a  person  owing  the  firm,  may  not  apply 
the  debt  due  the  firm  to  the  payment  of  his  own  debt,  without  consent  or 
ratification  by  his  copartners,  and  the  debtor  to  the  firm  is  stiU  liable 
therefor.* 

ACTION  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.-    The  opinion  states  the 
case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Gregory  <&  Bailie,  for  appellant. 

Lot  Thomas,  for  himself. 

Adams,  J.  The  facts  as  shown  by  the  answer  are  that  the  goods 
in  question  were  purchased  by  the  defendant  of  one  J.  P.  Doty  & 
Co.,  the  plaintiflPs  assignor  ;  that  this  firm  consisted  of  J.  F.  Doty 
and  James  R.  Day,  and  was  engaged  in  selling  lumber  and  coal  at 
Storm  Tjake  ;  that  Doty  resided  at  Storm  Ikike  and  was  the  active 

*To  same  effect,  Gotzhatuten  v.  Judd  (48  Wis.  213),  28  Am.  Rep.  589. 
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member  of  the  firm  and  bad  the  entire  and  exclusive  management 
and  control  of  the  business ;  that  Day  resided  in  Dubuque ;  that 
the  sale  by  J.  F.  Doty  &  Co.  to  the  defendant  of  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion was  made  through  Doty  as  a  member  of  the  firm  ;  that  the 
defendant  was  a  merchant  at  btorui  Lake,  engaged  in  a  different 
line  of  trade,  and  sold  goods  in  his  line  on  credit  to  Uoty  for  his 
individual  use,  and  afterward  Doty  and  the  defendant  made  a  settle- 
ment whereby  it  was  agi'eed  that  the  indebtedness  due  to  J.  P. 
Doty  &  Co.  from  the  defendant  should  be  deemed  paid  by  the 
release  of  the  indebtedness  due  from  J.  F.  Doty  individually  to 
the  defendant.  This  alleged  settlement  constitutes  the  payment 
upon  which  the  defendant  relies.  For  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
J.  F.  Doty  had  authority  to  accept  in  payment  of  indebtedness  due 
his  firm  the  release  of  certain  indebtedness  due  individually  from 
himself,  the  defendants  made  certain  averments,  which  are  in  sub- 
stance that  for  two  years  or  more  he  had  bought  goods  on  credit  of 
J.  F.  Doty  &  Co.,  and  had  sold  goods  on  credit  to  J.  F.  Doty  for 
his  individual  use,  and  that  he  and  Doty  had  afterward  applied  one 
ai'coiint  against  the  other,  and  J.  F.  Doty  had  charged  himself 
accordingly  on  the  firm  books  of  J.  F.  Doty  &  Co.,  and  that  Day 
did  not  object  thereto.  He  further  averred  in  substance  that  it 
was  the  uniform  practice  and  usage  of  the  firm  of  Doty  &  Co.  at 
all  times  to  receive  accounts  against  Doty  individually  in  payment 
of  their  partnership  demands,  which  was  well  known  throughout 
the  community,  so  that  this  defendant  knew  such  to  be  their  uni- 
form practice  prior  to  the  time  that  he  dealt  with  the  firm,  and  that 
in  dealing  with  it  and  making  settlements  with  Doty  as  set  ont  he 
relie*!  upon  such  pi-aeti  c.  . 

These  are  in  substance  the  averments  upon  which  the  defendant 
relies  as  showing  payment,  but  in  our  opinion  they  do  not  have  that 
effec?t.      A  partner  has  authority  to  bind  the  firm  in  all  matters  per- 
taining to  the  partnership  business.     But  it  is  not  properly  partner- 
ship business  to  release  indebtedness  due  to  it  in  consideration  of 
the  release  of  indebtedness  due  to  its  debtor  from  one  of  its  members. 
Tiie  precise  question  arose  in  McNair  v.   Piatt,  46  111.  211.     In 
that  case  the  court  said  :  "  The  rule  is  firmly  established,  and  not 
to    be    controverted,   that  where  a  member  of  a  co-partnership 
is    indebted   to  a  person  owing   the  firm,  he  cannot  apply  the 
indebtedness  due  to  the  firm  for  the  purpose  of  cancelling  his 
indebtedness,  nor  can  he  apply  the  funds  or  property  of  the  firm 
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for  such  purpose  without  the  consent  of  his  copartner,  or  at  least 
his  subsequent  mtification."  Citing  Hrewder  v.  Mott,  4  Scam. 
378,  and  HdUardw  Halker,  11  111.  G44.  See  also  1  Dev.  &  Hat. 
Eq.  2S4  ;  Weed  v.  Richardaon,  t  Dev.  &  Bat.  Law,  535  ;  Ptenr  v. 
P(us.<.  1  Port.  (Ala.  )  tdl\  Caldwell \\  ScotI,  54  N.  II.  414;  Todd  v. 
Liirnh,  T5  Penn.  St.  155  ;  Evennyhani  v.  Enaworthj  7  Wend.  32(>  ; 
/>o<^  V.  Halsey,  16  Johns.  34:  S  Am.  Dec.  2i>3:  F//ex  v.  Z^^/y^z/^c,  3(;  Wis. 
135.  Possibly  it  may  be  thought  that  a  different  rule  is  held  in 
Slakes  V.  Stevens,  40  Cal.  391.  We  are  inclined  to  think  that  that 
(rase  is  distinguishable  from  the  one  at  bar  ;  but  wiiether  it  is  so  or 
not.  we  have  to  say  that  it  appears  to  us  that  the  ruling  of  the 
court  below  is  sustained  by  a  great  [)rej»onderance  of  authority.  It 
may  be  that  if  tiie  release  of  the  firm  account  against  the  defend- 
ant, for  a  considemtion  moving  to  Doty,  was  previously  authorized 
or  subsequently  iissented  to  by  Day,  the  other  member  of  the  firm, 
the  transaction  should  be  deemed  to  be  that  of  the  firm,  and  valid, 
if  made  in  good  faith,  even  ;is  against  its  creditors.  The  defend- 
ant  insists  that  he  pleaded  such  authorization.  But  it  appears  to  us 
that  what  he  relies  upon  lus  averments  of  authorization  are  at  most 
only  averments  of  facts  proper  to  be  proven  jis  evidence  tending  to 
show  authorization.  Ke  avers  that  previously  settlements  of  a 
similar  kind  had  been  made  between  him  and  Doty,  and  entered 
upon  the  firm  books,  and  that  Day  did  not  object.  But  this  would 
not  be  even  a  circumstance  against  the  defendant,  unless  Day  knew 
what  the  books  contained,  or  otherwise  had  knowledge  of  what  Inul 
been  done.  The  defendant  further  avers  that  it  was  the  uniform 
practice  of  the  firm  to  receive  liccounts  against  Doty  in  payment  of 
accounts  due  the  firm,  which  fact  was  known  to  the  defendant  and 
relied  upon  by  him  when  he  sold  on  credit  to  Doty.  But  this  aver- 
ment by  the  defendant  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  another, 
and  that  is,  that  Doty  **  had  the  entire  and  exclusive  management 
and  control  of  the  business  of  the  firm."  The  firm  then  did  no 
business  except  what  Doty  did,  and  had  no  practice  except  what 
grew  out  of  Doty's  acts.  Besides,  the  '*  practice  ''  upon  which  he 
says  he  relied  would,  as  already  said,  if  it  had  been  the  practice  of 
the  firm,  only  be  a  circumstance  to  be  shown  in  evidence  for  what 
it  was  worth.  The  defendant  should  have  expressly  averred 
authorization,  if  he  relied  ui>on  any  authorization  as  distinct  from 
that  implied  from  the  fact  of  partnership. 

He  insists  that  it  is  a  givat  hardship  if  his  settlement  with  Doty 
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cannot  be  sustained.     But  he  knew^  or  should  have  known,  thut 
his  transaction  with  Dot^  wuis  not  within  the  scope  of  the  firm 
business^  and  unless  sanctioned  by  Day,  was  a  misappropriation  by 
Doty  of  firm  assets.     When  a  person  enters  into  such  a  transaction 
with  a  member  of  a  copartnership,  it  api)ears  to  us   that  we  are 
justified  in  saying  that  it  is  his  duty  to  see  whether  or  not  what  ap- 
pears ta  bo  a  'wrrong  on  its  face  is  so  in  fact.     We  think  thy^  the  de- 
murrer to  the  defendant's  answer  was  properly  sustained. 

Judgment  affirrned. 
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Rogers  v.  Cox. 

(96  Ind.  157.) 
License  —  to  rem&ce  hnilding. 

The  oral  sale  of  a  frame  building  with  the  right  of  removal  anthorlaes  the  par. 
chaser  to  enter  on  the  land  to  remove  it,  and  such  license  is  irrevocable.  ♦ 

1  TRESPASS.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.     The  defendant  had 
judgment  below. 

R.  Warner,  D.  W.  Chambers  and  J.  8.  Hedges,  for  appellant 

J.  M,  Brown,  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  C.  J.  The  complaint  of  the  appellant  alleges  that  he 
is  tlio  owner  of  the  land  therein  described,  and  that  the  appellee 
wrongfully  entered  upon  it,  and  without  right  removed  a  large 
fniine  building. 

The  second  paragrapli  of  the  answer  alleges  that  the  appellee 
bought  the  buildin^^  of  tlie  a[)i)elhint  and  entered  on  the  land  for 
the  purpose  of  romovin<r  tlio  building  which  he  had  purchased.  A 
»  To  same  eflfect,  Cent.  Brnnch  R.  Co.  v,  Fritz  (20  Kans.  480),  37  Am.  Rep.  175. 
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writteu  contract  is  set  forth  showing  the  sale  of  the  building  to 
the  appellee. 

Vie  regard  this  answer  as  sufficient.  The  appellant,  having  sold 
to  the  appellee  property  of  which  possession  could  only  be  obtained 
by  an  entry  upon  Hie  land,  impliedly  licensed  the  latter  to  enter, 
and  take  possession  of  the  property  he  had  purchased.  An  owner 
of  land,  who  sells  property  which  can  only  be  taken  possession  of 
by  an  entry  on  the  land,  cannot  deny  the  vendee's  right  to  enter 
for  that  purpose.  It  would  be  a  strange  rule  that  would  permit  a 
nuin  to  sell  property  to  another,  and  then  prevent  him  from  getting 
possession  of  it.  The  purchase  of  property,  where  the  contract  of 
sale  is  fully  complied  with  by  the  vendee,  vests  in  him  a  right 
which  no  subsequent  act  of  the  seller  can  take  from  him.  The 
written  contract  set  forth  in  this  paragraph  of  the  answer  secured 
to  the  appellee  a  right  to  remove  the  building  for  which  the  appel- 
lant had  accepted  the  stipulated  price. 

The  third  paragniph  of  the  answer  differs  from  the  second  in 
that  it  sets  forth  a  verbal  conti'act  for  the  purchase  of  a  building 
on  the  appellant's  land,  and  avers  that  the  latter  had,  as  part  of 
the  contract,  granted  the  appellee  the  right  to  remove  the  building. 
The  answer  is  good  because  it  justifies  the  alleged  trespass  by  aver- 
ring a  parol  license.  It  has  been  many  times  decided  that  a  parol 
license  is  valid.  There  was  an  interest  coupled  with  this  parol 
license,  which  precluded  the  appellant  from  revoking  it.  Buchanan 
V.  Tjogansport^  eiCy  Ry.  Co.,  71  Ind.  365,  and  cases  cited.  The  rule 
npon  this  subject  is  this:  where  the  license  is  coupled  with  an 
interest,  it  cannot  be  revoked,  although  a  naked  license  may  be. 
MiUer  v.  State,  39  Ind.  267;  Snmoden  v.  Wilas,  19  id.  10;  Hodgson  v. 
Jeffries,  62  id.  334;  Nowlinv,  Whipple,  79  id.  481;  Kippy.  Coenen, 
55  Iowa,  63;  Lee  v.  McLeod,  12  Nev.  280;  Long  v.  Buchanan,  12 
Md.  502. 

The  sale  of  a  building  with  the  right  of  removal  is  not  neces- 
sarily the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.  In  Foy  v.  Reddick,  31  Ind.  414,  replevin  was  held 
maintainable  for  a  house.  In  Oriffln  v.  Ransdell,  71  id.  440,  it 
was  said:  "A  dwelling-house,  although  situated  on  the  real  estate 
of  another,  may  under  some  circumstances,  be  treated  as  personal 
property."  It  has  been  held  by  this  court  that  an  agreement 
made  before  the  building  is  erected  may  make  the  structure  j)er- 
sonal  property,  and. vest  in  the  builder  the  right  of  removjiL 
Von.  XLIX  — 20 
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Yaier  v.  Mullen,  23  Ind.  562;  Yater  v.  MuUen,  24  id.  277;  Fea  v. 
Pea,  35  id.  387  ;  Young  v.  Baxter,  55  id.  188;  Price  v.  Malotf,  85 
id.  266  ;  Taylor  v.  Watkins,  62  id.  511.  A  recent  author  says  : 
*'  But  if  such  erection  is  in  pursuance  to  a  license  granted  by  the 
owner  of  the  soil,  then  the  annexation  will  not  make  the  building 
or  other  structure  a  part  of  the  realty.  A  conveyance  of  the  land 
will  not  transfer  the  structui'c  with  it,  but  will  operate  as  a  revoca- 
tion of  the  license,  and  compel  the  owner,  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  such  revocation,  to  remove  the  structure  or  lose  iiis  right  of 
l)roperty  therein."  Tiedeman  Real.  Prop.,  §  2.  If  a  building 
may  be  made  personal  property  by  an  agreement  entered  into  pre- 
vious to  its  erection,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  same  character 
may  not  be  impressed  on  by  a  subsequent  agreement  making  sale 
of  it  and  granting  a  right  of  removal.  If  the  building  should  be 
torn  down  by  the  owner  and  the  materials  sold,  it  is  clear  that  the 
sale  would  be  of  personal  property  and  not  of  an  interest  in  land, 
and  we  can  perceive  no  reason  for  holding  that  a  standing  building 
IS  real  estate,  but  after  it  has  been  demolished  the  material  of 
which  it  was  composed  becomes  personal  property.  Kcyaer  v. 
School  District y  35  N.  H.  477.  The  reasonable  doctrine  is,  that  where 
the  effect  of  the  contract  between  the  parties  is  to  impress  upon 
the  structure  the  character  of  personalty,  it  takes  that  character 
whether  the  contract  was  made  before  or  after  its  erection,  unless 
the  structure  is  inseparably  annexed  to  the  land.  Mr.  Browne  in- 
clines to  the  view  which  we  regard  as  the  just  one,  for  he  writes  : 
**  Although  the  improvements  put  upon  land,  such  as  buildings 
and  other  erections,  tillage  and  labor  generally,  may  be  so  incorpo- 
rated with  the  land  itself  as  to  be  inseparable  therefrom  in  fact,  yet 
it  would  seem  that  they  ought  to  be  so  far  separately  regarded  as 
to  be  capable  of  a  distinct  purchase  and  sale  by  verbal  contract.*' 
Browne  Stat,  of  Frauds,  §  233. 

We  are  not  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  the  sale  of  a  right 
or  interest  in  a  building  may  not  be  a  sale  of  real  estate.  On  the 
contrary,  we  have  no  doubt  that  where  the  house  is  to  permanently 
remain  on  the  land,  then  a  sale  of  a  right  in  it  would  be  a  sale  of 
an  interest  in  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
if  made  by  the  owner  of  the  laud,  though  it  would  perhaps  be 
otherwise  if  made  by  a  tenant  or  licensee.  But  where  the  owner 
sells  a  building  with  the  right  of  rcTuoval,  he  severs  it  from  the 
land,  and  gives  it  the    ehanirCter  of  personalty  :  and  in   impressing 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


MAY  TERM,  1884.  ]55 


Rogers  v.  Cox. 


this  character  upon  it,  he  takes  it  without  the  statute  as  effectually 
as  if  he  had  torn  it  down  and  sold  the  materials  of  which  it  was 
composed. 

We  need  not  decide  what  would  bo  the  rule  in  a  case  where 
it  was  made  to  appear  that   the  structure  was  permanently  an- 
nexed to  the  land.     No  such  case  is  made  by  this  record.     The 
building  is  described   in  the  complaint   as  a  large   frame   build- 
ing,   and   for  aught   that   appears,    may   not   have   been   perma- 
nently annexed  to  the  freehold.      The   fair   inference  is  that  it 
was  not  so  annexed,  because   it   was   sold   as   personalty,  and   a 
license  granted   to  remove  it.      The   clear  implication   therefore 
is,  that  it  belonged  to  that  class  of   buildings,  as  saw-mills  and 
the  like,  which  are  easily  susceptible  of  severance  from  the  land 
on  which  they  stand.      It  may  be  true  th«at  the  word  *Miouse," 
in    its   ordinary  legal   meaning,  signifies   real   property,  but  this 
meaning  is  by  no  means  a  fixed  one.     Rogers  v.  Smith,  4  Penn. 
St.  93  ;  Common  Council  v.  Slate,  5  Ind.  334  ;  Griffin  v.  Rana- 
fleli,  Aupra.     But  the  complaint  in  this  case  does  not  show  that 
the  stnicture  sold  by  the  appellant  was  a  house,  or  structure,  of  a 
permanent  character.     It  may  have  been  a  frame  building  of  the 
mtyst  temporary  character,  as  a  booth,  a  shed,  or  the  like,  and  we 
think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  parties  may  treat  a  structure  of 
such  a  character  as  personal  property,  wiiethcr  the  contract  im- 
pressing that  character  upon  it  is  made  before  or  after  its  erection. 
The  cases  do  indeed  go  much  fuiiher,  and  lay  down  the  rule  in 
very  broad  and  comprehensive  terms.     State  v.  Bonham,  1 8  Ind.  231 ; 
Hijichley  v.  Baxter,  13  Allen,  139;  Ham.  v.  Randall,  111  Mass.  297; 
Russell  V.  Richards,  10  Me.  429;  25  Am.  Dec.  254;  Tapleiiy.  Smith, 
18  Me.  12;  Pulien  v.  Bell,  40  id.  314  ;   Keyser  v.  School  District, 
jmpra  ;  Coleman  v.  Lewis,  27  Penn.  St.  291.     But  all  we  are  required 
to  decide,  and  all  we  do  decide  upon  this  branch  of  the  case  is,  that 
where  the  building  is  not  a  permanent  one  and  is  not  annexed  to 
the   freehold,  and  is  sold  with  a  right  of  removal,  the  contract, 
although  verbal,  will  justify  the  purchaser,  if  he  has  fully  complied 
with  his  contract,  in  entering  and  removing  the  building. 

If  there  was  any  error  in  instruction  No.  2  given  by  the  court,  it 
was  in  appeUant's  favor.  A  purchaser  of  a  building,  such  as  the 
evidence  shows  the  one  in  controversy  to  be,  has  a  right  to  remove 
it  whether  he  was  or  was  not  in  possession  of  the  land  at  the  time 
the  purchase  was  made  or  the  removal  effected.     It  is  a  familiar 
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elementary  rule,  that  the  grant  of  a  principal  thing  carries  with  it 
all  incidents,  and  under  this  rule  the  sale  of  a  building  standing 
on  laud  necessarily  implies  a  right  to  enter  on  the  land  and  take 
the  building.  In  Sterling  v.  Warden,  51  N.  H.  217,  it  was  said: 
*'  There  are  licenses  which  are  irrevocable,  though  they  relate  to  an 
entry  upon  and  the  occupation  of  land  or  real  estate,  and  are  hy 
j)arol;  as  where  for  instiince  the  license  is  directly  connected  with 
the  title  to  personal  property  which  the  licensee  acquires  from  the 
licensor  at  the  time  the  license  is  given,  whereby  the  license  is 
coupled  with  an  interest.  Thus  where  one  sells  personal  chattels 
on  his  own  land,  and  befon*  a  ivasonable  time  to  remove  them 
forbids  the  purchaser  to  enter  and  take  them,  it  was  held  to  bc^  a 
license  which  he  could  not  revoke  within  such  reasonable  time. 
Xettleton  v.  Sikes,  8  Mete.  34;  Wood  v.  Manley,  11  Ad.  &  E.  U; 
Parsons  v.  Oamp,  11  Conn.  525;  WJit'fe  v.  Elwell,  48  Me.  360;  1 
Washb.  Real  Prop.  401."  It  is  a  principle  recognized  in  various 
forms  that  a  right  to  do  a  thing  upon  another's  land  invests,  by 
necessary  implication,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  granted  with  au- 
thority to  enter  and  use  the  land  so  far  as  is  reasonably  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  principal  right.  Harlow  v.  Marquette,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
41  Mich.  336;  Arrington  v.  Larrabee,  10  Cush.  512. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Standard  Oil  Company  v.  Oombb. 

(96Iod.  179.) 

TcbxaMon  —  of  chattels  —  owtiership  hy  twn-resident. 

Chattels  purchased  in  one  State  by  a  citizen  of  another,  and  remaining  in  the 
former  to  receive  a  finishing  process  of  manafacture,  are  taxable  in  the  State 
where  purchased. 

^IIHE  opinion  states  the  point. 

B,  S,  Taylor  and  H.  J.  May,  for  appellant 

C.  H.' Mason,  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  C.  J.     On  the  20th  day  of  March,  1880,  the  appellant 
c()ntra<^*ted  with  J.   A.    McGregor   for  the  purchase  of  3,000,000 
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staves,  and  on  the  20th  day  of  September  following  for  1,000,000 
more.  The  contracts,  as  originally  written,  provided  that  Mc- 
(Jregor  should  manufacture  tlie  stjivcs  and  deliver  them  at  tJie 
landing  in  Pittsburg,  Pennsylvania,  wliere  tliey  were  to  be  in- 
.<j>eeted  and  paid  for,  but  a  niodificatiou  <»f  the  contracts  was  sub- 
sequently made,  by  whicli  it  was  agreed  tbat  McGregor  should  de- 
liver to  the  appellant,  at  its  stave  yards  in  Perry  county,  Indiana, 
the  staves  contracted  for,  where  they  were  to  receive  a  finishing 
process  called  *^  bucking,'*  and  when  '*  bucked"  they  were  to  be 
shipped  to  the  appellant  at  Pittsburg.  The  original  contracts 
provided  that  on  inspection  at  Pittsburg  the  staves  should  be  paid 
for  at  the  rate  of  126  per  1,000,  and  the'contnicts  as  modified  pro- 
vided that  when  the  staves  were  cut  and  piled  u])  the  appellant 
should  advance  on  the  purchase-price  *12  per  thousand  for  the 
staves  in  the  rough,  and  $4  more  when  they  were  ** bucked."  The 
term  '*  bucking"  signifies  that  part  of  the  process  of  manufacture 
in  which  the  rough  staves  are  put  through  a  machine  called  a 
•'  biicker,"  and  by  which  they  are  cut  to  a  uniform  thickness,  the 
surface  partially  smoothed  and  a  slight  convexity  of  form  produced. 
Under  these  contnicts  the  staves  were  in  the  appellant's  yards  in 
Perry  county  on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1881,  and  taxes  were  assessed 
upon  them. 

The  appellant's  counsel  thus  state  the  question  presented  by  the 
record  :  **  Were  the  staves,  of  which  the  appellant  had  thus  be- 
come the  owner,  and  which  happened  to  be  in  Perry  county  on  the 
1st  day  of  April,  1881,  subject  to  taxation  in  that  county  under  the 
Jaws  of  Indiana?  " 

Property  in  the  course  of  transit  through  this  State,  and  here 

only  for  the  purpose  of  transportation,  is  not  subject  to  taxation. 

Standard  Oil  Company  v.  Bachelor,  89  Tnd.  1  ;  Slate  v.  Carrigan, 

39  N.  J.    I^-   3^-     I^  however  the  property  is  here  for  a  diiferent 

purpose,  it  may  be  subject  to  taxation   by  our  laws,  although  its 

owner  msky  reside  in  another  State.    There  is  a  difference  between 

vroxyerty  of  a  tangible  nature  and  choses  in  action,  for  property  of 

the  former  character  is  liable  to  assessments  wherever  it  has  a  situs; 

while  taxes  on  choses  in  action  are,  as  a  general  rule,  leviable  against 

thi*  o w^xi^*"  ^  nder  the  laws  of  the  State  of  his  domicile.    Herron  v. 

fTeerarty   ^^  ^^^^  ^"^^ '  ^-  ^-^  ^^  ^^-   ^^P*  ^'^  ^  Burroughs  Taxn.,  § 

40  '    Cooley  Taxn.  U  ;  Dyer  v.  Osbor^ie,  HE.!.  321. 

The     property  of  the  appellant  was  of  a  tangible  nature,  and 
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was  in  this  State  for  the  purpose  of  undergoing,  while  here,  a  par- 
tial finishing  process,  and  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  having  been  in 
the  course  of  transit  nor  as  liere  for  a  mere  temporary  purpose. 
Property  within  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  undergoing  any  part 
of  the  process  of  manufacture  is  here  for  more  than  a  temporary 
purpose  connected  with  its  transportation.  The  situs  of  the  pro[>- 
erty  does  not  depend  upon  the  extent  of  the  work  that  is  to  ho 
done  upon  it,  for  if  it  is  here  to  be  put  through  any  of  the  stages 
in  the  process  of  manufacture,  it  is  here  for  a  purpose  whicli 
legitimately  subjects  it  to  taxation.  It  cannot  be  justly  asserted 
that  property  within  the  ^  State  for  the  purpose  of  undergoing  a 
part  of  the  process  of  manufacture  is  here  for  a  mere  temporary 
purpose,  or  for  the  purpose  of  transportation.  The  conclusion  we 
have  stated  seems  clear  upon  principle  but  authorities  are  not 
wanting.  In  Rieman  v.  Shepard,  27  Ind.  288,  the  court  said: 
'*  In  the  case  under  consideration  the  property  was  not  in  transit 
through  the  county  of  Vigo.  It  was  brought  there,  not  for  immediate 
reshipment,  but  that  money,  labor  and  skill  might  be  there  expended 
upon  it,  to  enhance  its  value  and  change  its  condition  as  a  mer- 
chantable commodity.  While  there  and  undergoing  this  change 
in  its  condition,  it,  as  property,  had  a  situs  within  the  State  and 
was  under  the  protection  of  its  laws." 

The  case  of  Powell  v.  City  of  Madison,  21  Ind.  335,  holds,  as 
does  the  preceding  case,  that  property  while  within  this  State  for 
the  purpose  of  undergoing  a  process  to  prepare  it  for  market  m  an 
improved  or  changed  form,  is  subject  to  taxation.  Speaking  of 
goods  in  transitu,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  says:  "Goods  or 
property  are  technically  in  transitu  when  they  are  passing  from 
one  place  to  another,  which  was  not  the  case  with  this  grain.  It 
had  not  commenced  its  transit  from  one  place  to  another ; "  and 
it  was  held  that  grain  bought  by  an  agent  on  commission  was  sub- 
ject to  taxation.  Walton  v.  Westwood.  73  111.  125.  In  the  case  of 
Ogilvie  v.  Crawford  County,  7  Fed.  Rep.  745,  the  court  held,  as 
we  did  in  Standard  Oil  Co,  v.  Bachelor,  supra,  that  property  ready 
for  transportation  should  be  regarded  as  in  transitu  and  exempt 
from  taxation,  but  said:  ''There  must  be  in  my  judgment  a  pur- 
pose to  ship  immediately  or  at  least  as  soon  as  transportation  can 
be  conveniently  obtained,  followed  by  actual  shipment  in  a  reason- 
able time  in  order  to  exempt  the  property  from  taxation." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  California,  in   People  v.    NUes,  35  Cal. 
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282,  said  that  cattle  brought  into  a  county  for  pasturage  were  not 
there  transiently,  but  were  there  for  such  a  purpose  as  subjected 
them  to  taxation.  A  similar  doctrine  was  declared  in  Hardesty  v. 
Flying,  57  Tex.  395. 

There  is,  as  is  obvious  from  what  we  have  said,  a  radical  difference 
between  this  case  and  the  case  of  Standard  Oil  Co,  v.  Bachelor, 
supra^  for  in  that  case  nothing  was  to  be  done  to  the  property  in 
this  State;  it  was  ready  for  shipment  and  the  owner  intended  to 
ship  it  as  soon  as  means  of  transportation  could  be  procured  ;  while 
in  the  present  case  the  property  was  not  ready  for  shipment  nor 
was  it  intended  to  be  shipped  until  subjected  to  a  process  changing 
its  form  and  enhancing  its  value.  The  question  of  intent  is  a 
material  one,  for  great  abuse  would  grow  up  if  property  might  be 
accumulated  without  the  intention  to  ship  at  once,  or  as  soon  as  by 
reasonable  diligence  means  of  transportation  could  be  obtained. 
The  materiality  of  the  intention  to  ship  was  noted  in  Oyilvie  v. 
Crawford  County,  supra,  where  it  was  said:  "This  allegation  of 
intention  is  essential,  because  otherwise  a  purchaser  might  crib  his 
com  on  a  railway  with  no  purpose  of  immediate  shipment  but  for  the 
purpose  of  awaiting  the  future  course  of  the  markets  or  with  intent 
to  evade  taxation;  in  which  cases  the  transit  would,  in  my  opinion,  be 
treated  as  at  an  end,  for  the  time  being  at  least."  The  intention  of 
the  buyer  in  this  case  was  to  keep  the  property  within  this  State  for 
a  definite  purpose,  and  not  to  ship  it  until  that  purpose  had  been 
accomplished.  While  it  was  here  awaiting  the  execution  of  that 
purpose  it  was  within  the  protection  of  our  laws,  and  must  bear  its 
share  of  the  public  burdens.  Judge  Story  says:  ''A  nation 
within  whose  territory  any  personal  property  is  actually  situate 
has  an  entire  dominion  over  it  while  therein  in  point  of  sovereignty 
and  jurisdiction,  as  it  has  over  immovable  property  situate  there." 
Story  Confl.  Laws,  g  550.  The  authorities  sustain  this  doctrine. 
Ames  Iron  Works  v.  Warren,  76  Ind.  512  ;  s.  c.,40  Am.  Rep.  258; 
Oreen  v.  Van  Buskirk,  7  Wall.  139  ;  C//irk  v.  Tarbell,  58  N.  IT.  88. 

Property  in  this  State  for  the  purpose  of  being  subjected  to  a  pro- 
cess essential  to  its  fitness  for  sale  or  use  is  situated  here,  no  matter 
what  may  be  its  destination.  All  property  in  a  mill  or  factory 
owned  by  non-residents  is  situated  here  while  work  or  skill  is  being 
expended  upon  it,  although  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  bought  was 
to  prepare  it  for  foreign  markets.  Cotton  or  wool  in  a  New  England 
mill  or  factory  for  the  purpose  of  being  manufactured  into  fabrics 
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is  situated  there,  wherever  its  owner  may  reside,  or  whatever  he 
may  intend  to  do  with  it  after  the  manufacturing  process  is  com- 
pleted, and  what  is  true  in  such  a  case  is  equally  so  in  the  present. 

A  statute  subjecting  to  taxation  property  bought  in  this  State,  and 
kept  hero  for  the  purpose  of  undergoing  a  partial  process  of  manu- 
fjicture,  is  not  in  conflict  with  that  provision  of  the  National  Con- 
stitution which  provides  that  Congress  shall  have  power  *'  to  regu- 
late eoninierce  with  foreign  nations,  and  among  the  several  States." 
Constitution  U.  S.,  art.  1,  §  8.  There  is  in  such  a  case  no  inter- 
ference with  inter-State  commerce  ;  the  State  does  no  more  than 
exercise  an  attribute  of  sovereignty  over  personal  property  within 
its  dominion,  and  does  not  usurp  any  power  belonging  to  Congress. 
If  it  be  true  that  a  State  cannot  tax  property  in  such  a  case,  then 
wheat  sent  liereto  be  manufactured  into  flour  in  our  mills  cannot  be 
taxed,  although  it  is  situate  within  our  territory  and  is  within  the 
protection  of  our  laws.  This  position  of  counsel  is  not  supported  by 
principle,  nor  is  it  in  harmony  with  the  adjudged  cases.  Judge 
Oooley  says  :  *•  But  a  tax  on  property  that  may  be  the  subject  of 
eommerce  under  congressional  legislation  is  not  a  tax  on  commerce. 
Neither  is  a  tax  on  property  that  has  been  the  subject  of  such  com- 
merce, where  it  is  taxed  only  as  property,  and  in  common  with  all 
other  property  within  the  State."  Cooley  Taxn.  62.  Coal  wa>< 
brought  from  Pennsylvania  to  Louisiana  for  sale,  taxes  were  assessed 
against  it  in  the  latter  State,  and  it  was  held  that  the  statute  author- 
izing the  tax  did  not  violate  the  constitutional  provision  of  which 
we  are  speaking.  Brown  v.  Houston,  33  La.  Ann,  843  ;  s.  c  39 
Am.  Rep.  284. 

Tlie  statute  declares  that  taxes  shall  be  levied  upon  property  as 
property,  and  does  not  discriminate  against  any  person,  or  any  class 
of  persons,  and  is  valid  under  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  tlie  United  States. 

The  principle  established  by  the  decisions  of  that  court  is,  that 
the  taxing  power  of  the  State  may  be  exercised  upon  property  within 
its  territory,  although  commerce  and  its  instruments  may  be  in- 
directly afFeetcd,  but  that  no  discrimination  can  be  made  in  favor 
of  the  citizens  of  one  State  in  matters  affecting  inter-State  com- 
merce, nor  can  there  be  any  regulation  of  commerce.  County  of 
Mobile  v.  Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691 ;  Webber  \.  Virginia,  103  id.  344  ; 
Machine  Co.  v.  Oage,  100  id.  676  :  Cook  v.  Pennsylvania,  97  id.  56G  ; 
Waring  v.  Mayor,  8  Wall.  110  ;  Pervear  v.  Com.,  5  id.  475 ;  License 
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Tax  CaseSf  id.  462 ;  McGuire  v.  Com,,  3  id.  387 ;  Brawny.  Mary- 
land^ 12  Wheat.  419.  Many  acts  of  legislation  indirectly  affecting 
CH^>nimorce  have  been  upheld,  and  the  general  rule  is  that  if  the  legis- 
luiioii  d«x\s  not  assume  the  fonn  or  eifect  of  a  regulation  of  com- 
merci'.  it  will  not  violate  the  National  Constitution.  Munn  v.  llli- 
nois.  94  U.  S.  113  ;  Sherlock  y.  Ailing,  93  id.  99  ;  State  Tax  Case,  15 
Wall.  284  ;  Coohy  y.  Board  etc.,  12  How.  299;  Harrigany.  Con- 
necticnt  River,  etc.,  Co.,  129  Masss.  580  ;  s.  c,  3T  Am.  Rep.  387; 
Western  Unwn  Teh  Co.  v.  Pendleton,  95  Ind.  12. 

The  State  has  power  to  lay  taxes  on  property  bought  within  its 

limits,  and  intended  to  be  ultimately  transported  to  another  State 

for  sale  or  use.     A  statute  providing  for  the  assessment  of  taxes  in 

siicli  a  ease  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  provision  of  the  Constitution 

of  the  United  States  which  declares  that  **  no  State  shall,  without 

the  eonsent  of  Congress,  lay  any  imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or 

ex|H>rts,  except  what  may  be  absolutely  necessary  for  executing  its 

in.sjHH^tion   laws.'*     Art.  1,  §  10,  Constitution  of  IT.  S.     This  pro- 

vj.sioii   does    not   apply  to   articles   brought    into  one   State   from 

;inotJiei%  nor  to  articles  intended  to  be  carried  out  of  one  State  to 

iiiiof  her,  but  applies  only  to  intercourse  with  foreign  nations.      Wood- 

rttff  V.    Parham.  8  Wall.   123  ;  Himon  v.   Lolt,  id.  148  ;   Machine 

f  //.    V.     Gage,    supra ;    Brown  \.    Houston,  supra  :    City  of   New 

Oriea/i-^  v.  Eclipse,  etc.,  Co.,  33  La.  Ann.  647  ;  s.  c,  39  Am.   Rep. 

279  ;    Stctte  v.  Pinckney,  10  Rich.  (Law)  474;    Harrison  v.  Mayory 

etc.,  3  Sm.  &  M.  581. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Coles  v.  Peck. 

(96  Ind.  388.) 

lAB/utU^rd  rt/M*  tenant  —  tenant  erecting  building  —  election  to  renew  or  purchase. 

\  lease  proviiletl  that  the  lessee  might  erect  a  building,  and  that  at  the  end  of 
th<?  term  tlie  lessor  luight  elect  to  renew  the  lease,  or  to  buy  the  building  or 
s«*ll  tlie  lot,  at  a  price  to  be  ascertained  by  arbitrators.  The  lessee  built, 
but  tlie  lessor  failed  to. elect.  The  lessee  then  elected  to  purchase  the  lot, 
but  tlie  lessor  refused  to  join  in  an  arbitration  to  fix  the  price.  Held,  that 
the  lcs»^^  xvas  entitled  to  equitable  relief. 

Vor^    XLIX  — 21 
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ACTION  for  rent.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaintiff 
had  judgment  below. 

A.  O.  Downey,  for  appellants. 
J.  S*  Jelley,  for  appellee. 

NiBLACK,  J.  On  the  6th  day  of  March,  1873,  Eliza  Peck,  by  an 
instrument  in  writing,  mutually  executed,  leased  to  Reece  N.  P. 
Buchanan  and  James  Buchanan,  a  lot  of  ground  in  the  city  of 
Rising  Sun,  for  a  period  of  ten  years  at  the  rent  of  $50  per  year,  pay- 
able annually  in  advance,  the  term  to  commence  on  the  10th  day 
of  March,  1873,  and  end  on  the  10th  day  of  March,  1883,  and  the 
lessees  to  have  the  privilege  of  erecting  on  the  lot,  and  occupying 
during  their  term,  a  two-story  brick  house,  suitable  for  business 
purposes.  The  instrument  contained  the  following  additional  pro- 
visions; 

**  And  it  is  further  agreed  between  said  parties,  and  made  part  of 
the  conditions  of  this  lease,  that  at  the  expiration  of  the  same  the 
said  lease  is  to  be  renewed  and  continued  for  another  term  of  time 
of  ten  years  on  the  same  terms,  that  is  to  say,  $50  per  year,  or  the 
party  of  the  first  part  is  to  purchase  the  building  and  improvements 
from  the  party  of  the  second  paii  or  the  party  of  the  second  part  is  to 
purchase  the  grounds.  Either  one  of  tlie  three  is  to  be  done,  and  that 
at  the  option  of  the  party  of  the  first  part,  and  she  shall  notify  the 
other  party  twelve  montlis  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  which  one 
she  will  elect  to  do.  And  in  case  the  lease  is  not  renewed,  and  a  sale 
is  to  take  place  as  in  either  case  above  named,  then  each  party  is  to 
choose  a  competent  disinterested  freeholder  who  shall  appraise  the 
value  of  the  ground  or  building,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  they  shall 
have  i)ower,  in  case  they  see  proper  to  choose  a  like  third  person,  and 
the  party  who  is  to  purchjise  shall  pay  to  the  other  the  amount  so 
stated  by  them  to  be  the  value.  And  if  this  lease  is  renewed  for 
the  second  term  of  ten  years,  then  at  the  expiration  of  that  time 
Bale  from  one  to  the  other  shall  be  made  as  above  stated,  either  the 
land  to  the  party  of  the  second  part  or  the  building  to  the  first 
party,  to  be  determined  as  above  set  forth.  And  all  the  terms, 
covenants  and  conditions  of  this  lease  shall  extend  to  the  heirs,  ad- 
ministrators, executors  or  assigns  of  the  parties  to  the  same." 

The  Buchanans  went  immediately  into  possession  and  soon  there- 
after  erected  on  the  leased  lot  a  two-story  brick  building  of  the  value 
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of  $3,000.  During  the  year  1877  all  tlic  interests  and  the  estates  of 
the  Buchanans  in  the  lease  were  assigned  and  transferred  to  John 
B.  Coles  and  Daniel  S.  Wilber,  who  very  soon  went  into  and  have 
vver  since  continued  in  possession  of  the  leasehold  premises. 

On  the  20th  day  of  March,  1883,  Eliza  Peck,  the  lessor,  com- 
menced this  action  against  Coles  and  Wilber  by  filing  a  complaint 
:igainst  them  before  a  justice  of  the  i>eace  for  the  sum  of  *50,  i\s 
the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  in  advance  for  rent  of  the  leased  lot 
from  the  10th  day  of  March,  1883,  to  the  10th  day  of  March,  1884. 
Coles  and  Wilber  api>eared  before  the  justice  and  answered:  Fir^f, 
in  general  denial.  Second,  By  way  of  cross  complaint,  setting  np 
the  lease  and  the  matters  connected  with  it  herein  above  referred 
to,  and  averring  the  performance  of  all  the  covenants  and  conditions 
of  the  lease  on  their  part;  also  averring  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to 
elect  whether  she  would  renew  the  lease,  or  purchase  the  building 
on  the  leased  ground,  or  sell  the  ground  to  the  defendants,  and  to 
notify  the  defendants  of  her  election  in  the  premises  twelve  months 
before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  the  lease,  or  at  any  other  time  ; 
that  on  the  3d  day  of  February,  1883,  they,  the  defendants,  elected 
to  purchase  the  leased  ground,  and  so  notified  the  plaintiff  ;  that 
they  thereupon  selected  Richard  M.  Jones,  a  competent  and  disin- 
terestetl  freeholder  of  said  city  of  Rising  Sun,  as  an  appraiser  to 
appraise  said  leased  ground,  fixing  the  time  for  said  appraisement 
for  the  10th  day  of  March,  1883,  and  the  place  at  the  front  door 
of  the  building  on  the  leased  ground,  of  all  which  they  notified  the 
plaintiff  in  writing  on  said  3d  day  of  February,  1883;  that  on  the 
10th  day  of  March,  1883,  the  said  Richard  M.  Jones  appeared  at 
the  time  and  place  named  in  the  above  mentioned  notice  in  writ- 
ing, but  the  plaintiff  failed  and  refused  to  select  any  person  on  her 
part  to  appraise  the  leased  ground  which  the  defendants  had  so 
elected  to  purchase  ;  that  the  plaintiff  so  failing  and  refusing,  the 
defendants  immediately  selected  George  B.  Gibson,  also  a  compe- 
tent and  disinterested  freeholder  of  the  city  of  Rising  Sun,  to  act 
also  as  an  appraiser  of  the  leased  ground  in  question;  that  the  said 
Jones  and  Gibson  then  and  there  proceeded  to  appraise  said  leased 
ground,  and  appraised  the  same  at  $322,  of  which  they  at  once  gave 
notice  in  writing  both  to  the  plaintiff  and  defendants ;  that  after 
receiving  notice  of  such  appraisement,  that  is  to  say  on  said  10th 
day  of  March,  1883,  the  defendants  tendered  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
offered  to  pay  her,  in  legal  tender  United  States  treasury  notes. 
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Baid  sum  of  1322,  on  comlitiou  that  she  would  make  and  deiivor  to 
them  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  of  conveyance  for  said  leased  land, 
but  the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept  said  sum  of  money  as  well  as  to 
execute  such  a  deed;  that  the  defendants  were  ready  and  willing  to 
]»ay  said  sum  of  money  on  the  condition  of  receiving  a  deed,  and 
would  pay  the  money  into  court  at  any  time  when  required  so  to 
do,  as  a  means  of  obtaining  a  specific  performance  of  the  contrm-t 
contained  in  the  lejise.  Wherefore  the  defendants  demanded  a 
specific  performance  of  said  contract,  and  damages  in  the  sum  of 
$3,000,  as  well  as  all  other  proper  relief. 

The  justice  certified  the  cause  to  the  Circuit  Court,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  matters  alleged  in  the  cross  complaint  put  in  issue 
the  title  to  real  estate. 

In  the  Circuit  Court  a  demuri-cr  to  the  cross  complaint  was  sus- 
triined,  and  a  trial  resulted  in  a  finding  and  judgment  for  the  plaint- 
iff in  the  sum  of  t50. 

F]rror  is  first  assigned  upon  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  to  the  cross  complaint ;  but  as  preliminary  to 
the  consideration  of  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  that  pleading, 
the  appellee  has  moved  to  dismiss  this  appeal,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  that 
the  amount  in  controversy  below  did  not  really  exceed  $50. 

[Omitting  this  point.] 
^  The  facts  alleged  in  the  cross  complaint  present  some  more  novel 
and  much  more  difficult  (juestions.  The  first  is  :  Did  the  failure 
of  the  appellee  to  avail  iierself  of  the  option  reserved  to  her  in  the 
lease  transfer  to  the  appellants  the  right  to  exercise  a  similar  option 
on  their  part  ? 

V'iner,  in  his  General  Abridgment,  in  volume  0,  on  page  302, 
says  :  **  If  a  man  sells  trees  growing  upon  his  land,  excepting  six 
oaks,  the  exceptor  is  to  have  the  election,  and  if  there  be  a  time 
limited,  he  must  do  it  during  such  time,  but  if  he  slip  the  time, 
then  the  other  shall  elect."  Story  on  Contracts,  at  section  816,  in 
treating  of  alternative  contracts,  concludes  :  "  But  if  the  person,  by 
his  own  wrong  or  default,  lose  his  election, —- jus  if  he  be  bound,  in 
the  alternative,  to  do  one  of  two  things  by  a  certain  day,  and  he 
suffer  the  day  to  pass,  without  making  an  election  by  performing 
one  or  the  other,  the  other  party  may  elect  which  he  will  demand." 
Bouvier,  in  his  Institutes,  volume  1,  section  693,  Jiolds  a  similar 
doctrine,  saying  :     "  The  right  to  choose  which  of  two  things  is  to 
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Ik*  delivered  to  fulfil  an  alternative  obligation,  called  the  right  of 
election,  is  vested  in  the  party  to  whom  it  is  given  by  the  agree- 
ment ;  but  when  there  is  no  one  selected  to  exercise  this  right,  it 
l>eloug3  to  the  first  agent,  or  him  who  is  to  do  the  first  act,  and  on 
his  failure  to  exercise  it  in  proper  time,  the  right  passes  to  the 
other  party." 

From  illustrations  given  and  various  exceptions  noted,  the  doc- 
trine of  these  extracts  is  only  applicable  to  alternative  obligations 
which  are  distinctly  disjunctive,  and  not  to  cases  in  which  the  law, 
or  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties,  implies  an  election.  As 
thus  distinguished,  this  doctrine  is,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  sup- 
jxirted  by  the  cases  of  Duerson  v.  Bellows,  1  Blackf.  217;  Comvcll 
V.  Smithy  8  Ind.  530,  and  Ireland  v.  Montgoinenjy  34  id.  174,  and 
may  as  we  believe  be  safely  applied  to  the  alternative  reservations 
<*ontained  in  the  cjise  before  us.  Consequently,  when  the  appellee 
failed  to  exercise  her  right  of  election,  under  the  lease,  her  right  in 
that  respect  passed  over  to  the  appellants. 

The  next  question  is,  did  the  appellants  i)roperly  proceed  in 
the  appraisement,  or  attempted  appraisement,  of  the  leased 
STound  ? 

A  learned  author  states  the  law  in  wises  analogous  to  this,  to  be 
that  '*  where  a  lease  stipulated   that  at  the  elose  of  the  term  the 
valae  of  the  building  should  be  appn^ed  by  ])ersons  to  be  chosen 
by  the  parties,  and  that  the  lessor  should  purchase  the  buildings  of 
the  lessee  at  the  price  so  set  by  the  appraisers,  it  was  held  that  before 
the  lessee  could  sue  for  the  value  of  the  buildings  he  must  show 
that   he  had  done  all  that  was  reasoniibly  in  his  power  to  have  the 
appraisement  made  ;  that  having  shown  this,  and  that  his  efforts 
had  been  vain,  he  might  then  sue  for  the  fair  value.     *     *     *     Tlie 
dutv  of  procuring  the  decision  of  the  referee  in  cases  like  the  fore- 
going rests  primarily  upon  the  party  who  will  have  the  claim  for 
payment  ;   i.  a.,  upon  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  to  be  brought  after 
the  right  of  action  shall  have  accrued.     lie  must  use  his  best  exer- 
tions to'bring  about  and  perfect  the  agreement  of  reference.     And 
it  seems  that  his  failure  to  bring  it  about  Avill  enable  him  to  insti- 
tute suit  without  delay,  only  in  case  the  obstacle  to  his  success  has 
OTOwn   out  of  the  contumacious  action  of  the  other  party.     The 
debtor  cannot,  by  preventing  the  perfection  of  the  reference,  escape 
the  liability  to  be  sued."     Morse  Arb.  &  Award,  94. 

As   to  the  proper  remedy  to  be  pursued  in  cfises  similar  to,  or  of 
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the  general  class  of  the  one  made  by  the  cross  complaint  in  this 
case,  there  is  some  conflict  in  the  authorities. 

In  the  case  of  Milnes  v.  Gery,  14  Vosey  Jr.  -100,  which  has 
become  a  leading  case  of  its  class,  it  was  lieUl  that  where  a  sale  was 
provided  for  in  a  lease  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  two  persons  to  bo 
mutually  chosen,  or  by  an  umpire  to  be  ai)pointed  by  the  persons  so 
chosen  in  case  of  disagreement,  and  where  the  appraisers  failed  to 
agree  upon  the  price  or  the  pei-son  to  be  appointed  as  umpire,  a  bill 
would  not  lie  for  a  specific  ])erformance  of  the  contnvct  of  sale,  upon 
tlui  ground  that  the  contract  was  incomplete  and  inoperative  until 
the  price  was  determined  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  lease, 
and  that  case  has  been  followed  by  some  cjises  in  this  country, 
notably  those  of  0 reason  v.  XeteUas\  17  N.  Y.  491,  and  Hopkins  v. 
Gilma)iy  22  Wis.  476,  holding  that  for  the  wrongful  failure  to  com- 
plete an  agreement  for  reference  the  proper  remedy  was  by  action 
at  law  for  the  recovery  of  damages.  The  doctrine  of  that  case  has 
liowever  generally  been  followed  by  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
only  in  a  limited  and  restricted  sense,  and  is  mainly  applied  only  to 
contracts  for  reference  in  which  by  the  form  and  language  of  the 
stipulation  the  mode  of  determining  the  price  by  values  on  arbitra- 
tion is  made  an  essential  provision  —  in  fact  condition  —  to  the 
validity  of  the  agreement,  and  to  cases  in  which  the  parties  can  be 
^visily  placed  in  statu  quo,  of  where  an  action  for  damages  can  be 
made  to  afford  an  adequate  remedy. 

There  is  another  recognized  class  of  contracts  providing  a  mode 
for  ascertaining  the  price  of  property  by  arbitration  or  reference, 
in  which  the  language  used  in  the  stipulation  is  treated  as  non- 
essential and  as  more  in  the  nature  of  a  suggestion,  regarding  the 
stipulation  itself  as  virtually  an  agreement  to  sell  the  property  at  a 
fair  price. 

Concerning  this  latter  class  of  contracts,  Pomeroy  in  his  work  ou 
the  Si)ecific  Performance  of  Contracts  says  :  '*  If  the  means  speci- 
fied for  fixing  upon  the  price  fail  for  any  reason,  the  court  does  not 
treat  the  contract  jis  fatally  defective ;  but  will,  in  the  suit  for  a 
specitic  performance,  direct  a  fair  and  reasonable  price  to  be  ascer- 
tainod  in  some  manner  preliminary  to  the  decree,  either  by  refer- 
ring the  matter  to  a  master  or  other  officer,  or  by  appointing  a 
skilled  person  as  a  special  valuer,  or  even  by  determining  the 
amount  itself ;  it  will  pursue  any  such  mode  as  the  circumstances 
of  th(^  case  show  to  be  expedient.     The  tendency  of  the  late?-  Eag- 
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lish  decisions  is  to  consider  these  stipulations  for  a  determination 
of  the  price  by  third  persons,  rather  as  matters  of  fonii  than  of  sub- 
stance ;  to  construe  them  in  such  manner  that  they  become  inci- 
*lental  only  to  the  main  object  of  the  agreement.  *  *  *  The 
r»»sult  is  that  while  the  doctrine  of  Milnea  v.  Gery  and  of  the 
chiss  of  cases  to  which  it  belongs  has  not  been  repudiated  and  is 
i'ven  now  enforced,  yet  it  is  carefully  restricted  to  the  kind  of  con- 
tnicts  already  mentioned  ;  the  court  will  treat  the  contract  as  fall- 
ing within  the  second  class,  unless  it  would  thereby  do  violence  to 
:ho  language  and  thwart  the  plain  intent  of  the  parties."  §§  148- 
1  o'^,  and  notes. 

Waterman,  in  his  treatise  on  Specific  Performance,  states  the 
rule  to  be  that  ''  Specific  performance  cannot  be  enforced  of  an 
^-i^^reement  that  property  shall  be  sold  at  a  price  to  be  determined 
l»y  valuers  if  no  valuation  be  made  ;  nor  the  appointment  of  valuers 
J«»creed,  or  any  other  mode  of  determining  the  price,  be  substituted 
hy  the  court,  unless  there  hiis  been  such  acquiescence  in,  or  part  per- 
formance of  the  contract  as  would  render  it  inequitable  not  to 
t'nforce  its  execution,  in  which  case  the  court  will  determine  what 
i ;  a  fair  value."     Waterman  Spec.  Perform.,  §  44. 

Ill  Wood  on  Landlord  and  Tenant,  673-4,  it  is  said:  **  Where 
the  lease  contains  a  covenant  for  the  renewal  of  a  lease,  on  a  valua- 
tion or  api>raisal  by  arbitrators,  and  the  lessor  will  not  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  covenant,  and  agree  upon  arbitrators  or  sub- 
mit the  matter  to  them,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  decree  a  specific 
j>erfonnance  of  that  part  of  the  covenant,  but  will  receive  evidence 
of  the  value,  and  compel  the  execution  of  a  lej^e  as  agreed.  *  * 
♦  If  the  arbitration  fails  by  reason  of  the  arbitrators  chosen  being 
unable  to  complete  the  reference,  and  the  parties  failing  to  agree 
oil  another  umpire,  the  lessee  may  maintain  an  action  of  an 
••qui table  nature  to  compel  the  execution  of  a  renewal  lease, 
and  have  a  reference  to  ascertain  what  the  amount  of  rent  should 

In  the  case  of  Tscheider  v.  Biddle,  4  Dillon,  55,  a  case  very  simi- 
lar to  the  one  at  bar  in  many  of  its  essential  facts,  the  court  stayed 
the  proceedings  in  an  action  at  law  for  the  collection  of  rent  until 
tlic  lessor  should  appoint  an  appraiser  to  value  the  land  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  lease. 

As  bearing  on  the  same  general  subject,  reference  2s  made  to  the 
following  cases:    Lowe  v.  Brotony  22  Ohio  St.  4G3;  Tohey  v.  County 
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of  Bristol,  3  Story,  800;  Biddle  v.  Ramsey,  52  Mo.  153;  Hug  ▼. 
Van  Burhleo,  58  id.  202. 

The  weight  of  American  authority  unmistakably  supports  the 
conclusion  tliat  in  cjises  of  the  same  general  cliaracter  as  this, 
equity  will  take  jurisdiction  and  grant  such  relief  as  may  seem  to 
be  most  expedient,  or  most  in  accord  with  the  spirit  of  the  agree- 
ment looking  to  the  sale  of  the  property. 

We  do  not  liold  that  the  report  of  the  arbitrators  chosen  by  the 
appellants  in  tliis  case  is  conclusive  upon  the  appellee  as  to  tlie 
value  of  the  leased  lot.  We  hold  only  that  the  averments  of  the 
cross  complaint  are  sufficient  to  show  that  the  appellants  have  done 
all  that  they  reasonably  could  do  to  consummate  the  agreement  for 
reference  contained  in  the  lease,  and  have,  for  that  reason,  presented 
a  geod  2^runa  facie  case  for  equitable  relief.  Sirohmaier  v.  Zep- 
penfeld,  3  Mo.  App.  429.  See  also  Lowe  v.  Brown,  supra ;  Hall 
V.  Warren,  9  Ves.  Jr.  605;  Goiirlay  v.  Duke  of  Somerset,  19  Vee. 
429;  Dinliam  v.  Bradford,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  App.  519;  Richardson  v. 
Smith,  id.  648;  Gregory  v.  MighelU  18  Ves.  Jr.  328;  Jackson  v. 
Jackson,  19  Eng.  L.  &  E.  545;  Dunnell  v.  Keteltaa,  16  Abb.  Pr. 
205;  Arnot  v.  Alexander,  44  Mo.  25;  Biddle  v.  Ramsey,  supra; 
Kelso  V.  Kelly,  1  Daly,  419;  Backns\'<  Appeal,  58  Penn.  St.  186; 
Xorris  v.  Jackson,  3  Giff.  396;  Parker  v.  Taswell,  2  De  G.  &  J. 
559;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  1  Sma.  &  GifP.  184. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  further  proceedings. 


Terre  Haute  and  Indianapolis  Railroad  Company  v.  Buck. 

(gdlnd.346.) 
Damages  — proximate  ta^me  —  negligence  —  eontribtttory. 

Where  one  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  another,  and  the  injury  renders  the 

system  more  susceptible  to  disease  and  less  able  to  resist  it,  and  death  results. 

from  such  disease,  the  death  is  legally  attributable  to  such  negligence.* 
Where  a  railroad  train  overshoots  a  station,  and  is  stopped  at  a  dangerous 

place,  in  a  dark  night,  it  is  not  necessarily  negligent   for  a  passenger  to 

alight,  f 

*  To  same  effect,  Baltimore  City  Pass.  Ry.  Co,  v.  Kem/p  (61  Md.  74),  48  Am. 
Uep.  134. 
t  See  Tnher  v.  Belaicare,  etc.,  R,  Co.,  71  N.  Y.  489. 
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ACTION  of  damages  for  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate  by  negli- 
gence.    Tlie  opinion  states  the  facts.     The  plaintiff  had  jndg- 
nient  below. 

J.  G.  Williams,  B.  Harrison,  W,  H.  H.  Miller  and  J,  B,  Blam, 
for  appellant. 

fr.    W,  Paul  M.  D.   Wliite  and  J.  E.  Humphries,  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  J.  On  the  night  of  December  0,  1881,  the  appellee's 
intestate,  Andrew  J.  Buck,  took  passage  on  one  of  the  appellant's 
jKissenger  trains  at  the  town  of  Darlington  for  the  station  of  Sugar 
Creek,  not  far  distant.  Both  these  places  were  regular  stations  of 
the  company,  at  which  passengei*s  were  received  and  discharged, 
and  the  train  on  which  deceased  took  piissagc  stopped  at  Sugar 
(VtKik.  About  the  time  the  train  usually  arrived  at  this  station, 
and  at  the  place  where  the  signal  whistle  for  the  station  was  usually 
sounded,  the  engineer  caused  the  customary  signal  to  he  given,  and 
applied  the  brakes,  but  the  brakes  did  not  stop  the  train,  and  it 
ran  by  the  station  and  was  stopped  on  a  trestle  bridge,  three  hun- 
dred and  eighty-five  feet  beyond  the  usual  stopping  place.  The 
tk'c-eased  stepped  from  the  car  in  which  he  was  sitting  and  fell 
through  the  bridge,  a  distance  of  nineteen  feet,  and  sti'uck  upon 
the  rocks  which  formed  the  bed  of  the  stream  spanned  by  the 
trestle-work.  The  night  was  dark,  and  there  were  no  lights  about 
the  place  where  the  train  was  stopped,  and  the  length  of  the  stop 
was  about  that  ordinarily  made  at  small  i)assenger  stations.  The 
n*guhir  stiition  was  a  sjife  place  to  alight,  and  the  deceased  lived  not 
far  distant,  and  was  acquainted  with  the  station  and  its  surround- 
ings. The  station  had  not  been  called  at  the  time  the  deceased 
left  the  train,  but  there  was  evidence  showing  that  it  was  not  the 
custom  of  the  railroad  company's  employees  to  call  the  name  of 
the  station. 

The  deceased  was  found  in  the  creek,  and  if  not  delirious  when 
first  reached,  very  soon  became  so,  and  was  taken  to  a  house  near 
bv.  It  vras  not  far  from  eight  o'clock  when  he  fell  from  the 
trestle-work,  and  the  physician  who  reached  him  at  half- past  ten 
o'clock  thus  describes  his  condition  :  ''  I  found  him  lying  upon 
the  bed  on  his  left  side,  his  head  somewhat  elevated,  his  body  in  a 
iKjrspiration,  right  leg  drawn  up,  left  extended  ;  there  was  a  cut  on 
his  chin  —  on  the  left  side  —  it  was  about  an  inch  and  a  half  long; 
Vol.  LXIX~22 


Digitized  by 


Google 


170  INDIANA, 


Terre  Haute  and  Indianapolis  Railroad  Company  v.  Buck. 


his  left  ankle  was  swollen,  blood  clot  on  either  side,  and  there  was 
a  braise  on  his  back,  low  down  ;  his  eyes  were  closed,  one  of  the 
])upil8  of  his  eyes  was  larger  than  the  other,  one  dilated  and  the 
other  contmcted  ;  he  seemed  to  he  suffering  pain,  groaning  and 
crying,  and  asking,  ^  Where  am  I?'  *  What  hjw  hapi)ened  ? ' 
*  Where  is  Bess  ?  '  that  is  the  name  by  which  he  called  his  wife  ; 
his  sense  of  hearing  seemed  to  i>e  not  acting,  as  he  would  not  re- 
spond to  questions  except  by  a  groan."  The  witness  then  staU»d 
that  he  took  the  temperature  of  his  patient's  body,  and  stated  the 
result  of  his  examination  in  detail.  Visits  were  made  on  the 
10th,  11th  and  14th  days  of  December,  and  the  deceased  was  still 
suffering  from  the  pain  in  his  head.  In  answer  to  a  question,  the 
]>hysician  said  :  **  He  was  suffering  from  what  we  cal!  a  concussion 
of  the  brain  ;  it  continued  until  January  14,  1882,  the  day  of  his 
death."  A  visit  was  made  on  the  Ifith  day  of  December,  and 
from  that  time  visits  were  made  daily,  and  oftener  until  the  death 
of  the  patient.  A  graphic  description  of  the  progress  of  the 
case  was  read  from  a  book  called  '*  The  Physician's  Case  Book," 
and  from  this  testimony  it  appearcd  that  the  pain  in  the  heiul  and 
the  surgical  fever  found  i)re8ent  on  the  10th  day  of  December  con- 
tinued until  the  end,  but  that  typho-malarial  fever  had  supervened, 
and  that  the  immediate  cause  of  death  was  hemorrhage  from  the 
bowels.  The  medical  witness  was  asked  on  cross-examination  how 
the  injury  contributed  to  the  defith  of  his  patient,  and  he  answered  : 
*^By  receiving  a  fall  on  the  0th  of  December,  and  in  that  fall 
receiving  a  concussion  of  the  bmin.  There  was  a  condition  of  the 
brain  in  which  his  nervous  system  was  affected,  and  by  the  sprained 
ankle  which  confined  him  to  his  bed ;  and  the  injury  under  his  jaw 
and  on  his  back,  by  confining  him  to  his  bed,  put  his  system  in  a 
favorable  condition  to  take  on  disease  —  whatever  the  disease  pre- 
vailing in  the  community  might  be,  and  the  result  of  his  being  con- 
tiued  to  his  bed  and  the  surgical  fever  he  had  following  these 
injuries.  He  gnidually  drifted  into  malarial  troubles,  which  were 
then  rife  in  our  community.  The  shock  that  his  nervous  system 
had  received  and  the  depressing  influence  it  had  upon  his  system 
luid  rendered  it  les.««  able  to  bear  the  continued  fever  and  typho- 
malarial  fever,  and  this  surgical  fever  put  him  in  a  condition  to 
take  on  malarial  fever,  and  the  result  of  this  malarial  fever  wag 
liemorrhage  of  the  bowels,  from  which  he  died."  At  another  place 
in  his  testimony  the  witness  said  that  the  injuries  did,  in  one  sense. 
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produce  the  fever  which  resulted  in  deatli.  Dr.  Hopper^  another 
physician,  testified  that  he  visited  the  deceased  on  the  11th  day  of 
January,  and  in  answer  to  an  interrogatory  gave  it  as  his  opinion 
*' That  the  fall  contributed  to  his  death  —  the  injuries  received 
from  falling  off  the  trestle."  It  was  proved  that  the  malarial  fever 
wiis  epidemic  in  the  vicinity  of  Sugar  Creek  station,  and  that  the 
ileceased,  prior  to  the  fall  from  the  trestle-work,  was  in  robust 
health. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is  that  tlie  evidence  does  not 
show  that  the  injuries  received  by  Andrew  J.  Buck  caused  his 
<Ieath. 

In  order  to  discover  a  principle  which  will  lead  to  a  just  decision 

of  the  question  here  confronting  us  it  will  be  necessary  to  reason 

from  analogous  cases,  for  we  have  found  no  case  precisely  in  point, 

luir  have  we  found  in  any  text-writer  a  rule  wliicli  governs  such  a 

case  JI8  this.     A  long  settled  rule  of  the  common  law,  adopted  and 

I'liforeed  in  criminal  cases,  supplies  a  close  analogy.     One  of  the 

niofit  philosophical  of  our  law-writers  tlius  states  this  ancient  rule  : 

*'  Now  these  proi>ositions  conduct  us  to  the  doctrine  that  whenever 

a  blow  is  inflicted  under  circumstances  to  render  the  party  infli(;ting 

it  criminally  responsible  if  death  follows,  he  will  1k^  deemed  guilty 

t»f  the  homicide  though  the  person  beaten  would  have  died  from 

other  causes,  or  would  not  have  died  from  this  one  had  not  others 

o|K*nited   with   it;    provided   the   blow    really    contributed   either 

mediately  or  immediately  to  the  death,  in  a  degree  sufficient  for  the 

law's  notice."     2   Bish   Cr.    L.,    §  63T.      At  another   place   this 

:iathor  says  :  "  And  the  wound  need  not  even  be  a  concurrent 

cause  ;  much  less  need  it  be  the  next  })roximate  one  ;  for  if  it  is  the 

i»uuse  of  the  cause  no  more  is  required.''     2  Bish.  Cr.  L.,  §  631^. 

The  greatest  names  among  the  sages  of  the  law  are  arrayed  in  sup- 

\Hjrt  of  this  doctrine.     1  Hale  P.  C.  428  ;  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  93.     It  is 

sustained  by  the  English,  American  and  Prussian  courts.     It  is  the 

law  of  this  State  as  declared  in  at  least  two  cases,  one  of  which  was 

well  discussed.     Kelley  v.  State,  53  Ind.  311  ;  Harvey  v.  State,  40 

id.  516.    If  it  is  sufficient  to  show  in  cases  where  life  and  liberty 

are  involved  that  the  wrong  was  the  **  mediate  cause,"  it  must 

surely  be  sufficient  where  nothing  more  than  money  is  involved. 

In  close  agreement  with  the  fundamental  principle  of  which 
^e  have  just  spoken  is  the  doctrine  of  the  court  in  Jefferson- 
^  etc.,  R.    Co.    V.    Riley,    39   Ind.    r)08,    where    it   was   held 
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that  the  trial  court  properly  refused  to  instruct  the  jury,  in 
an  action  like  this,  that  **the  injury  complained  of  cannot 
lx>  regarded  as  the  proximate  cause  of  death,  if  the  -deceased 
had  a  tendency  to  insanity  and  disease,  and  the  injury  received 
by  him,  producing  his  death,  would  not  have  produced  the 
death  of  a  well  person."  Straight  in  line  with  our  own  case  is  that 
of  Drake  v.  Kiely,  03  Penn.  St.  492.  In  that  case  a  lad  was  taken 
against  his  will  on  a  freight  train  and  carried  a  (listance  of  five 
miles.  He  returned  home  on  foot  running  most  of  the  way,  became 
ill,  and  the  ultimate  result  was  that  he  became  crippled  in  both  legs^ 
and  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  all  the  injuries 
received.  The  court  said  the  true  rule  is  that  the  proximate  cause 
must  be  determined  by  the  jury  upon  all  the  facts  in  the  caae. 

If  we  were  to  undertake  to  declare  any  other  rule  than  that  stated 
in  the  case  cited,  we  should  Iw  involved  in  inextricable  confusion, 
for  it  is  clear  that  the  passenger  who  suffers,  x\&  the  appellee's  in- 
testate did,  injuries  of  a  serious  character,  is  entitled  to  some  damages, 
and  it  is  impossible  for  any  one  to  pronounce  as  matter  of  law, 
at  what  point  the  injury  flowing  from  the  wrong  terminated.  The 
only  possible  practical  rule  is  that  the  wrong-doer,  whose  act  is  the 
mediate  cause  of  the  injury,  shall  be  held  for  all  the  i*esulting  dam- 
ages, and  that  tlie  question  of  whether  his  wrong  was  the  mediat:e 
niuse  is  one  for  the  jury.  But  there  are  other  cases  sustaining  the 
doctrine  of  this  court.  In  Oinmi  v.  Second  Avenue  R,  Co,y  8  Hun, 
4-04,  affirmed  on  apj^eal,  67  N.  Y.  596,  the  plaintifif  received  an  in- 
jury through  the  negligence  of  the  railroad  company,  which  resulted 
in  the  development  of  a  poisonous  discharge  causing  death,  and  the 
company  was  held  liable.  It  was  there  said  :  ''  More  attentive 
treatment  might  have  saved  the  life  of  the  young  man,  but  its 
necessity  wjis  not  apparently  suspected.  lie  was  subjected  to  that 
which  was  followed  and  designed  to  be  proper  by  the  wrongful  act 
of  the  defendant.  That  was  the  cause  which  placed  his  life  in 
jeopardy,  because  it  produced  the  wound  whose  poisonous  discharges 
resulted  in  his  death."  So  it  may  be  justly  said  of  this  case,  it  was 
the  wrongful  act  of  the  appellant  which  placed  the  intestate's  life 
in  jeopardy.  He  who  wrongfully  places  another's  life  in  jeopardy 
is  responsible  for  the  loss  of  that  life  ;  the  appellant  did  place  the 
intestate's  life  in  jeopardy,  and  is  therefore  responsible.  The  case 
of  Brown  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.,  54  Wis.  342,  s.  c,  41  Am. 
Uej).   41,  is  strongly  in  point,  and  contains  an  exhaustive  review  of 
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the  authorities.  In  that  case  a  pregnant  woman  was  carelessly 
directed  by  a  brakeman  to  leave  tlie  train  at  a  point  three  miles 
short  of  her  station,  and  she  walked  to  her  destination.  This  walk 
brought  on  miscarriage  and  illness,  and  it  was  lield  that  for  theso 
consequences  the  carrier  was  responsible.  Many  cases  are  cited  in 
support  of  this  ruling.  A  like  decision  was  rendered  in  Houston,  eic, 
R,  Co,  V.  Fredericka^  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  see  41  Am. 
liep.  56,  note,  and  in  Fitzpatrick  v.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co,,  12  U.  C. 
Q.  B-  645,  a  similar  ruling  was  made.  In  Broton  v.  CJncago,  etc.,  Ry, 
Co.y  supra,  it  was  said  of  Full/nan,  etc,  Co,  v.  Barker,  4  Col. 
344;  s.  c,  34  Am.  Rep.  89,  that  it  is  **unsustained  by  autliority.'' 
The  decision  in  Sauter  v.  New  York,  etc,  R.  R,  Co,,  60  N.  Y.  50; 
s.  c,  23  Am.  Repl,  18,  is  that  the  representatives  of  one  injured 
through  the  negligence  of  a  railroad  company  are  entitled  to  recover 
damages  caused  by  his  death,  although  the  immediate  cause  of  death 
was  the  mistake  of  the  surgeon  who  treated  him.  In  Williams  v. 
VanderbiU,  28  N.  Y.  217,  the  carrier's  negligence  caused  a  passenger 
to  bo  detained  several  weeks  on  the  Isthmus  of  Panama,  where  he 
contracted  a  local  fever  which  disabled  him  for  a  long  time  after  his 
return  to  New  York,  and  this  resulting  injury  was  held  a  ground 
of  recovery.  A  man  by  a  wrongful  act  frightened  a  woman  and 
caused  her  to  flee  from  her  house.  In  her  flight  she  fell  from  a 
fence,  and  a  miscarriage  and  illness  resulted,  and  the  defendant  was 
held  liable  for  this  consequential  injury.  Bar  bee  v.  Reese,  60  Miss. 
906.  In  the  same  line,  but  not  quite  so  closely  analogous,  is  the 
case  of  Pennsylvania  Co,  v.  Hoagland,  78  Ind.  203,  approved  in 
Lake  Erie  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fix,  88  id.  381  ;  s.  c,  45  Am.  Rep.  464, 
and  Louisville,  etc,  R.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  92  Ind.  371  ;  s.  c,  47  Am. 
Rep.  149,  where  it  was  held  that  damages  were  recoverable  for  ill- 
ness caused  by  exposure  to  cold  resulting  from  carelessness  in  direct- 
ing a  passenger  to  alight  at  the  wrong  station.* 

It  will  be  found  on  investigation  that  the  decisions  we  have  re- 
ferred to  are  really  members  of  an  old  and  long  established  class  of 
cases  going  back  as  far  at  least  as  the  case  so  famous  in  the  books 
as  the  *'  Squib  case."  They  do  no  more  than  apply  a  well-known 
principle  to  new  and  peculiar  instances.  This  general  doctrine  is 
well  stated  in  Baltimore,  etc,  R,  Co,  v.  Reaney,  42  Md.  117,  where 
it  was  said:  *'The  law  is  a  practical  science,  and  courts  do  not 
indulge  refinements  and  subtleties,  as  to  causation,  that  would  de- 
feat the  claims  of  natural  justice.     They  rather  adopt  the  practical 
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rule,  that  the  efficient  and  predominating  cause,  in  producing  a 
given  event  or  effect,  though  there  may  be  subordinate  and  depend- 
ent causes  in  operation,  must  be  looked  to  in  determining  the  rights 
and  liabilities  of  the  parties  concerned."  At  another  place  in  the 
same  opinion  it  is  said:  *'To  entitle  such  party  to  exemption,  ho 
must  show  not  only  that  the  same  loss  might  have  happened,  but 
that  it  must  have  happened  if  the  act  complained  of  had  not  been 
done.  Davis  v.  Garrett,  6  Bing.  710."  In  a  recent  work  it  is  said: 
•'Any  wrongful  act  which  exposes  one  to  injury  from  rain,  heat, 
frost,  fire,  water,  disease,  the  instinctive  or  known  vicious  disposi- 
tion or  habits  of  animals,  or  any  other  natuml  cause,  under  circum- 
itances  which  rendered  it  probable  that  such  an  injury  will  occur, 
is  a  primary,  efficient  and  proximate  cause,  if  the  injury  ensue. 
Many  such  cases  have  been  referred  to  in  the  preceding  pages."  1 
Sutherland  Dam.  62. 

In  Byrne  v.  Wilson^  15  Irish  C.  L.  332,  a  stage-coach  in  which 
the  plaintiff's  intestiite  was  a  passenger  was  thrown  into  a  canal  by 
the  negligence  of  the  driver,  and  the  lock-keeper  turned  on  the 
water,  thereby  causing  tlie  death,  by  drowning,  of  the  passenger, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  proprietor  of  tlie  coach  was  liable  under 
L*)rd  Campbell's  Act,  the  court  saying:  '*  Tlie  precipitation  of  the 
omnibus  into  the  lock  was  certainly  one  cause,  and  (as  it  may  be 
said)  the  primary  cause  of  her  death,  inasmuch  as  she  would  not 
liave  been  drowned  but  for  such  precipitation.  It  is  true  that  the 
subsequent  letting  of  the  water  into  the  lock  was  the  other  and 
nuuv  proximate  cause  of  her  deatli,  and  that  she  would  not  have 
lost  her  life  but  for  such  subsequent  act,  which  was  not  the  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  previous  precipitation,  by  the  negligence 
of  defendant's  servants.  But  in  my  opinion  defendant  is  not  re- 
lieved from  liability  for  his  primary  neglect,  by  showing  that  but 
for  such  subsequent  act  the  death  would  not  have  ensued."  The 
chief  justice,  in  his  opinion,  said  :  **The  law  is  clear  that  every 
jjarty  is  liable,  not  only  for  the  immediate  consequences  of  his  neg- 
h'gence,  but  also  for  tlie  resulting  consequences  of  his  acts,  whether 
those  acts  are  acts  of  violence  or  of  negligence  in  breach  of  a  duty 
which  imposed  the  necessity  of  care  and  caution  upon  him,"  Pro- 
ceeding upon  the  general  rule  we  have  stated,  the  court,  in  Eaton 
v.  Boston,  etc.,  R,  Co,,  11  Allen,  500,  said  :  *'  And  it  is  no  an- 
swer to  an  action  by  a  passenger  against  a  carrier,  that  the  negli- 
gence or  trespass  of  a  third  party  contributed  to  the  injury."     A 
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like  ruling  was  made  in  Spoofier  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co,,  54  N.  Y. 
230. 

Tlie  case  of  Hatchell  v.  Kimbrough,  4  Jones  L.  103,  supplies  an 
liwtructiTe  illustration  of  the  rule.  There  a  roof  was  removed  from 
a  house,  and  the  eye  of  the  plaintiff  was  lost  in  consequence  of  the 
*'xp<>sure  resulting,  and  the  defendant  was  held  liable.  The  gen- 
eral rule  is  recognized  and  enforced  by  our  own  cases.  Billman  v. 
Indianapolis,  etc,  R,  Co.,  76  Ind.  166;  s.  c,  40  Am.  Rep.  230; 
<'iiy  of  Crawforfhville  v.  Smith,  79  Ind.  308;  s.  c,  41  Am.  Rep. 
*;12;  Binford  v.  Johnston,  82  Ind.  426;  s.  c,  42  Am.  Rep.  508; 
Dunlap  V.  Wagner y  85  Ind.  529;  s.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  42;  Louisville, 
et^,,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Krinning,  87  Ind.  351. 

We   turn  now  to  the  cases  cited   by  the   appellee.     We   have 
already   shown    by   the   quotation   made   from   the   able   opinion 
in     Brown    v.    Milwaukee,    etc.^    R.    Co,,    supra,    that    the    case 
of  PnUman,  etc,  v.  Barker,  4  Col.  344  ;  s.    c,  34  Am.   Rep.   89, 
is  not  sustained  by  authority,  and  we  now  add  that  it  cannot  be 
supported  on  principle.     The  cases  of  Krach  v.  Heilman,  53  Ind. 
517,  and  Collier  v.   Early,  54  id.  559,  were  shown   in  Dunlap  v. 
Wag  tier,  85  id.  529,  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  cases  of  Schlosser  v. 
Siaie,  55   id.   82  ;  Fountain  v.  Draper,  49   id.   441  ;  Barnaby   v. 
]l  ow/,  50  id.  405,  and  English  v.  Beard,  51  id.  489,  and  to  be  con- 
demned by  other  courts  as  well  as  by  text-writers.     It  remains  to 
a*!*!  that  the  cases  of  Rya7i  v.  Netc  York,  etc.,  R.  Co,,  35  N.   Y. 
210,  and  Fairbanks  v.  Kerr,  70  Penn.  St.  86  :  s.  r.,  10  Am.  Rep. 
664,  on  which  the  cases  of  Krach  v.  Heihnan,  supra,  and  Collier  v. 
Early^  supra,  are  mainly  founded,  are  in  direct  conflict  with  the 
decision  in  Louisville,  etc,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Krinning,  87  Ind.  351.     Not 
only  is  this  true,  but  it  is  also  true,  as  shown  by  Judge  Cooley, 
that  the  cases  of  Ryan  v.  Nexo  York,  etc.,  R.  Co. ,  supra,  and  Fair- 
bankit  v.  Kerr,  supra,  are  everywhere  repudiated.     Oooley  Torts, 
76  n.      The  courts  of  New  York  have  not  followed  Ryan  v.   New 
York^  etc.,  R.  Co.,  supra,  as  very  clearly  appears  from  the  decisions 
in  Webb  v.  Rome,  etc.,  R,  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  420  ;  s.  c,  10  Am.  Rep.  389; 
Pallet f  V.  J^ig,  56  N.  Y.  200  ;    Wasmer  v.  Delaware,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
80   id.  212  ;   s.  c,  36  Am.   Rep.  608.     We  need  not  stop  to  in- 
quire whether  the  case  of  Scheffer  v.  Railroad,  105  U.  S.   249,  is 
sustained  by  authority  or  not,  for  it  is  readily  discriminated  from 
the  present  case  ;  there  the  court  held  that  the  representatives  of 
one  who  became  insane  from  an  injury  received  in  a  collision,  and 
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eight  months  afterward  took  his  own  life,  could  not  recover.  The 
court  said:  "The  proximate  cause  of  the  death  of  Scheflfer  was  his  own 
act  of  self  destruction.  *  *  The  argument  is  not  sound  which 
seeks  to  trace  this  immediate  cause  of  the  death  througJi  the  pre- 
vious stages  of  mental  aberration,  physical  suffering,  and  eight 
months'  disease  and  medical  treatment  to  the  original  accident  on 
the  railroad."  There  is  a  plain  difference  between  the  case  cited 
and  the  one  at  bar.  In  the  former  the  immediate  cause  of  death 
was  an  independent  agency,  and  between  the  original  injury  and  the 
death  many  other  causes  had  intervened  and  a  long  time  had 
elapsed  ;  while  in  this  cjise  the  death  occurred  soon  after  the  in- 
jury, and  the  effects  of  the  injury  were  unbroken  and  continuous 
from  the  time  it  was  received  until  death  ensued.  In  the  case 
eited  the  violent  act  of  the  man  himself  produced  the  death  ;  while 
in  the  one  in  hand  a  disease  superinduced  by  the  injury  caused  the 
death,  and  there  was  no  break  in  the  line  of  causation. 

A  carrier  of  passengers  is  held  to  the  exercise  of  a  very  high  de- 
gree of  care,  and  for  a  failure  to  use  this  care  is  responsible  to  a 
pjissenger  who  suffers  an  injury  in  a  case  where  no  fault  of  his  con- 
tril)utes.  It  was  said  by  this  court  in  Jeff er son ville,  etc.,  R,  Co,  v. 
Hendricks,  26  Ind.  228,  in  speaking  of  the  duties  of  railroad  com- 
])anies  :  *'  But  they  are  required  to  exercise  the  highest  degree  of 
care  to  secure  tlie  safety  of  passengei's,  and  are  responsible  for  the 
slightest  neglect,  if  an  injury  is  caused  thereby."  There  are  many 
e;ises  in  our  own  reports  to  the  same  effect.  Gillenioater  v.  Madi- 
son, etc.,  R.  Co.y  5  Ind.  330  ;  Thayer  \\  SL  Louis,  etc,  R.  Co.,  22  id. 
26  ;  Sherlochw  Ailing,  44 id.  184  ;  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Kelly, 
supra.  The  rule  is  stated  in  stronger  terms  by  the  courts  elsewhere 
jis  well  as  by  the  text-writers.  Hutch.  Carr.,  §§  500,  501,  n  ; 
Thomp.  Carr.  200,  204, 

It  is  the  duty  of  railroad  carriers  of  passengers  to  stop  at  the  reg- 
ular stations  and  at  safe  places  for  alighting.  Thompson  says  r 
''It  is  the  duty  of  the  servants  of  the  railway  company  to  run 
their  trains  so  that  a  passenger  shall  have  a  reasonably  safe  and 
convenient  place  for  alighting."  Thomp.  Carr.  228.  This  is  sub- 
stantially declared  in  Jeff ersonv die,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Parmalee,  51 
Ind.  42.  In  Memphis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  WJiitfield,  44  Miss.  466;  8. 
('.,  7  Am.  Rep.  699,  the  court  said  in  a  case  very  like  the  present : 
'*  Stopping  the  train  at  an  unusual  place,  rendered  the  company 
presumptively  in  the  wrong  to  that  extent,  and  the  onusot  explain- 
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ing  this  neglect  was  thrown  upon  the  defendants."  Shearm.  &  Bedf. 
Neg.,  §§  12,  280  ;  Curtiss  v.  Rochester,  etc,  R.  Co.,  29  Barb. 
282  ;  AngeU  Carr.,  §  669  ;  2  Redf.  Railroads,  §  176.  It  is  said  by 
Hutchinson  :  '*  The  passenger  is  entitled  not  only  to  be  properly 
carried,  but  he  must  be  carried  to  the  end  of  the  journey  for  which 
he  has  contracted  to  be  carried,  and  must  be  put  down  at  the  usual 
place  of  stopping."  Hutch.  Carr.,  §  612.  In  Praeger  v.  Bristol, 
etc,  Ry.  Co.,  24  L.  T.  (X.  S.)  105,  the  train  ran  by  the  platform 
and  the  passenger  was  injured  in  leaving  the  car.  The  carrier  in- 
sisted that  there  was  no  evidence  of  negligence,  but  Cockburn,  C. 
J.,  said  :  "The  question  is  whether  there  was  a  want  of  reasonable 
care  on  the  part  of  tlie  company,  and  I  think  there  was  not  only  evi- 
dence but  abundant  evidence  of  this."  The  case  of  Cockle  \.  South- 
Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  27  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  320,  is  very  similar  to  the  one 
just  cited,  and  a  like  ruling  was  made.  In  the  case  last  named  it 
was  said  :  "  But  it  appears  to  us  that  the  bringing  up  of  a  train  to 
a  final  standstill,  for  the  purpose  of  the  passengers  alighting, 
amounts  to  an  invitation  to  alight,  at  all  events,  after  such  a  time 
has  elapsed  that  the  passenger  may  reasonably  infer  that  it  is  in- 
tended he  should  get  out  if  he  proposes  to  alight  at  the  particular 
station."  It  is  held  in  the  case  cited,  and  in  many  others,  that 
where  the  stop  is  made  at  a  dangerous  place  near  the  usual  station, 
and  about  the  usual  time  for  stopping,  the  carrier  should  warn  the 
passengers  not  to  leave  the  train,  or  should  apprise  them  of  the 
dangerous  place.  McLean  v.  Btirbank,  11  Minn.  277,  vide  opinion, 
p.  288 ;  Manry  v.  Talmadge,  2  McLean  157 ,  Laing  v.  Colder,  8 
Penn.  St.  479  ;  Stakes  v.  Saltonstall,  13  Pet.  192  ;  Montgomery,  etc, 
R.  Co.  V.  Boring y  51  Ga.  583.  The  case  of  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
T.  White,  88  Penn.  St.  327,  is  very  like  the  present,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  held  entitled  to  recover.  The  court  said  :  *'  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  provide  for  the  safe  receiving  and  discharging  of 
passengers.  It  is  bound  to  exercise  the  strictest  vigilance  not  only 
in  carrying  them  to  their  destination,  but  also  in  setting  them  down 
safely,  if  human  care  and  foresight  can  do  so.  Railroad  Co,  v. 
A/fpell,  23  Penn.  St.  147."  Applying  the  law  as  declared  by  the  au- 
thorities cited,  and  many  more  might  be  added,  it  is  clear  that  there 
was  a  breach  of  duty  in  running  by  the  station  and  stopping  at  a 
dangerous  place. 

A  rale  adopted  by  this  court  and  sanctioned  by  many  authorities 
of  the  highest  character  here  requires  attention.     That  rule  is  thus 
Vol.  XLIX  -23 
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stated  by  Judge  Redfield  :  **  The  fact  that  injur}-  was  suffered  by 
any  one  while  upon  the  company's  trains  as  a  passenger,  is  regarded 
us  yrima  facie  evidence  of  their  liability."  Redf.  Carr.,  §  341. 
Professor  Oreenleaf  s  statement  of  the  rule  is  substantially  tlie  same. 
2  Greenl.  Kv.,  §  227.  Judge  Cooley  gives  the  question  careful  con- 
sideration, and  makes  a  like  statement  of  the  rule.  Cooley  Torts, 
G«0,  663. 

\\\  the  early  English  ease  of  Christie  \\  Griggs,  2  Campb.  79,  it 
wiis  said  :  **The  plain  tifif  had  made  ^  prima  facie  case  by  proving 
his  going  on  the  coach,  the  accident,  and  the  damage  he  has  suffered/' 

IMiis  rule  has  long  been  recognized  by  our  cases  as  the  correct 
(»ne.  In  sjicaking  of  the  effect  of  evidence  of  the  fact  that  an  injury 
\v:is  received  by  the  passenger,  it  was  said,  \\\  Jeff ersonvilUj  etc. ^  R.  R. 
V.  llandricks,  supra  :  "  Ordinarily  such  fact  should  be  reganled  at 
least  jw  privia  facie  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  (com- 
pany," and  this  statement  of  the  rule  is  adopted  in  the  subsequent 
ciises  of  Sh(*rlock  v.  AUing.  supra  ;  Pittsburgh,  etc.^  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
Jianis,  74  Ind.  462;  Cleveland, etc,  Ry,  Co,  v.  Newell,  75  id.  542;  Mem- 
phi's,  etc.,  Co*  V.  McCooly  83  id.  392;  s.  c,  43  Am.  Rep.  71.  In  the  case 
last  named  many  authorities  are  cited,  to  which  maybe  added  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Walrath,  38  Ohio  St.  461;  s.  c,  43  Am.  Rep.  433  ;  Phila- 
delphia, 0tc.,  R.  R,  Co,  V.  Anderson,  94  Penn.  St.  351;  s.  c,  39 
Am.  Rep.  787;  Indiatmjtolis,  etc.,  R,  Co.  v.  Horst,  93  U.  S.  291 ; 
Roberts  x.Johmon,  58  N.  Y.613  ;  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Pillow, 
76  Penn.  St.  510;  s.  c,  18  Am.  Rep.  424. 

Tlie  rule  is  a  general  one,  and  is  stated  in  general  terms,  and 
it  is  not  to  be  understood  that  it  goes  on  to  the  extent  of  support- 
ing a  ehiim  to  a  recovery  where  tJie  evidence  shows  there 
W{u<  no  ncgligeu'je  on  the  part  of  the  carrier,  or  rebuts  the  presump- 
tion of  negligence.  It  must  therefore  be  true  in  most  instances 
that  tlie  negligence  or  freedom  from  negligence  will  appear  from  the 
evidence,  because  in  proving  the.  occurrence  from  which  the  injury 
nsulted,  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  accident  will  necessarily  appear. 
Of  course,  if  the  evidence  rebuts  the  presumption  of  negligence, 
there  cannot  l)e  said  to  be  a  prima  facie  case,  although  there  may 
he  an  accident  and  an  injury. 

In  some  of  the  cases  the  view  is  taken  that  if  a  thing  occurs  which 
ought  not  to  have  occurred,  had  the  requisite  degree  of  care  been  ex- 
ercised, then  the  carrier  must  show  that  such  care  was  exercised.  In 
one  case  it  wavS  said  :     **  But  where  the  thing  is  shown  to  be  under 
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the  numagement  of  the  defendant  or  his  servants,  and  the  accident 
is  such  as  in  the  ordinary  coui-sc  of  things  does  not  happen,  if  those 
who  have  the  management  use  proper  care,  it  affords  reasonahle  eri- 
doiice,  in  the  al>sence  of  exphniation  hy  the  defendants  that  the  acci- 
dent arose  from  the  want  of  care.  aScoHw  LondoHyCtCy  Co.,  3  II.  & 
C.  (Kxch.)  590.  Of  the  case  cited,  a  judge,  iK*rplexed  hy  the  con- 
fusion consequent  upon  the  (h'parture  from  the  ancient  nUe,  said: 
**  I  now  gladly  turn  to  one  case,  distinguished  from  the  clnios  <if 
authorities  dejKMuling  on  particular  facts,  by  an  attempt  at  the 
application  of  something  in  the  nature  of  jn-inciple  to  cases  of  this 
clas8/'  Flannery  v.  Waierford,  efc,  Jiy,  Co.,  11  Irish  C.  L.  30.  In 
the  case  at  bar  theix»  was  no  evidence  explaining  the  failure  to  stop 
at  the  regular  station,  nor  was  there  any  explanation  of  the  failure 
to  give  warning ;  neither  was  there  any  explanation  of  the  cause  of 
stopping  on  the  dange»'ous  trestle  bridge. 

We  think  the  evidence  fully  sustains  the  finding  that  there  was 
noi^ligence  on  the  part  of  the  apiMjllant. 

The  remaining  question  is  whether  the  intestate  was  guilty  of 
such  contributory  negligence  as  hai-s  a  recovery.  The  question  of 
<  <»:itrihuiory  negligence  is  generally  one  for  the  juiy,  and  courts 
iiitirfcrc  with  the  verdict  only  in  clear  cases.  CUy  of  Indianapolis 
v.  Gaston,  58  Ind.  224  :  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Hensil,  70  id.  569  ; 
s.  r ,  36  Am.  Rep.  188  ;  Imiisville,  etc.,  Ry.  Co,  v.  Richardson,  66 
In<l.  43  ;  s.  c,  32  Am.  Rep.  94  :  City  of  Washington  v.  Small,  86 
Intl.  402,  see  i>age  469  ;  Pemisyloania  R,  Co.  v.  White,  88  Penn.  St. 
327  :  Willardy.  Pinard,  44  Vt.  34. 

The  court  cannot  declare  as  matter  of  law  that  a  passenger  is 

guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  who  alights  from  a  train  on  a 

dark  night,  after  the  customary  signal  has  been  given  for  stopping 

at  liis  known  destination,  and  the  train  has  fully  stopped  Jiear  the 

nsnal  alighting  place  and  near  the  time  when  it  was  there  due.   We 

have  already  quoted  from  cases  holding  that  a  passenger  who  alights 

when  a  train  i^  brought  to  a  full  stop  near  the  usual  alighting  place 

IS  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  attempting  to  leave  the 

tniin,  unless  it  appears  that  the  danger  was  apparent,  and  we  now 

dirt*ct  attention  to  other  cases  bearing  \\\^xi  the  same  subject.     In 

Rob:son  v.  North  Eastern  Ry.  Co,,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  271;  12  Eng.  Rep. 

302,  the  train  overshot  the  platform  but  the  station  was  not  called, 

and  the  passenger  attempted  to  alight  and  was  injured.    It  was  held 

that  a  nonsuit  was  improperly  d  irccted.     It  was  said  "  that  there  was 
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evidence  from  which  the  jury  miglft  have  properly  found  that  the 
plaintiff  was  invited,  or  had  reasonable  ground  for  supposing  she  was 
invited,  to  alight  by  the  company's  servants."  The  language  of  the 
court  in  Curtis  v.  Detroit,  eic,,  Ry.  Co,,  27  Wis.  158,  clearly  states  a 
general  principle  applicable  to  this  case  :  If  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  the  train  in  being  brought  up  to  the  station  came  to  a 
stop  in  such  a  manner  as  to  induce  the  belief  on  the  part  of  the  pas- 
sengers in  waiting  on  the  platform  that  itluid  stopped  for  the  recep- 
tion of  passegers  and  then,  when  the  passengers,  acting  on  this  belief, 
were  going  aboard,  started  again  without  caution  or  signal  given,  that 
would  constitute  an  act  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company, 
and  be  so  without  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  starting 
waa  one  of  necessity,  or  whether  the  stop  was  actual  or  only 
an  apparent  one.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  company,  if  the  passengers 
were  not  to  enter  the  cars  under  such  circumstances,  to  have  some 
one  there  to  warn  and  prevent  them."  In  our  own  case  of  Evans- 
vilU,  etc.,  B,  Co.  v.  Duncan,  28  Ind.  441,  a  complaint,  after  alleg- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  took  passage  for  Fort  Branch,  and  like  matters, 
stated  that  by  the  carelessness  of  the  defendant  the  train  stopped 
at  the  town  of  Fort  Branch  before  that  part  of  the  train  on  which 
the  plaintiff  was  seated  had  reached  the  depot,  and  that  by  reason 
thereof  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  jump  from  the  car  to  the 
ground,  and  the  complaint  was  held  sufficient,  the  court  saying: 
'■'As  to  the  second  objection  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  do  not 
understand  from  the  averments  that  the  rash  conduct  of  the  plaint- 
iff produced  the  injury."  In  Columbus,  etCy  Ry.  Co.  v.  Farrell, 
31  Ind.  408,  the  general  doctrine  we  have  laid  down  is  recognized 
and  enforced. 

In  Jefersonville,  etc.,  R,  Co.  v.  Hendricks,  41  Ind.  48,  the  court 
said:  *'  Was  not  the  attempt  of  the  decedent  to  leave  the  cars,  under 
the  facts  stated,  '  made  under  such  circumstances  that  a  person  of 
ordinary  caution  and  care  would  not  have  apprehended  danger 
therefrom  ? '  If  it  was,  then  the  decedent  was  without  fault  or 
negligence ;  and  in  our  opinion,  the  decedent  was  not  guilty  of 
negligence  in  attempting  to  leave  the  train  under  the  circum- 
stances." The  question  stated  in  this  quotation  is  that  which 
arises  in  all  cases  of  a  kindred  character,  and  is  one,  as  a  general 
rule,  to  be  left  to  the  jury.  The  principle  that  a  man  is  not  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  who  acts  upon  a  I'easonable  belief  arising 
from  surrounding  circumstunces,  is  one  of  wide  application  findinor 
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perhaps  one  of  its  most  striking  applications  in  that  class  of  cases 
where  a  passenger  leaves  a  traiu  in  order,  as  he  believes,  to  escape  . 
impending  danger.  Slokes  v.  Saltonstall,  supra;  Twoinley  v.  Owi- 
iral  Park,  etc.,  R.  Co,,  69  N.  Y.  158 ;  s.  ( .,  25  Am.  Rep.  162,  164 
«.  ;  WiUon  v.  North  Pacific  R.  Co.,  26  Minn.  278  ;  s.  c,  37  Am. 
Rep.  410 ;  Iron  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Mowery,  36  Ohio  St.  418;  s.  c,  38 
Am.  Rep.  597.  In  all  such  cases  the  passenger  is  excused  even 
though  his  belief  was  an  erroneous  one,  and  but  for  his  leaping 
from  the  train  no  injury  would  have  resulted.  Without  going  fur- 
ther into  this  subject,  although  many  more  authorities  might  be 
cited,  we  conclude  by  a  quotation  from  a  recent  English  author, 
who,  after  a  thorough  review  of  the  adjudged  cases,  says:  "  But 
the  question  of  what  circumstances  amount  to  an  invitation  to 
alight  is  clearly  one  for  a  jury  ;  and  although  there  seems  to  have 
been  difficulty  felt  in  time  past  by  some  of  our  judges  in  reference 
to  this  i>oint  of  law,  it  seems  impossible  that  any  further  doubt 
should  exist."     Wood's  Browne  Carriers,  507. 

The  principles  we  have  stated  rule  the  case  and  dispose  of  all 
the  questions  presented  whatever  form  they  may  assume. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Ox  Petition  for  a  Rehearing. 

Elliott,  J.  We  have  given  the  elaborate  brief  filed  on  the 
petition  for  a  rehearing  careful  study,  but  find  nothing  in  it  that 
shakes  our  confidence  in  the  conclusions  stated  in  our  former 
opinion. 

Counsel  assume  that  the  fever  of  which  the  plaintiif's  intestate 
died  was  an  independent  cause,  entirely  separate  from  the  injury 
ret'eived  by  the  fall  from  the  trestle-work.  The  evidence  does  not 
warrant  this  assumption,  for  it  shows  that  the  injury  concurred  in 
prcwiucing  the  fever,  and  also  in  producing  the  enfeebled  condition 
which  incapacitated  the  injured  man  from  resisting  the  inroads 
of  disease.  There  wjvs  not  only  a  condition  created  which  made 
it  probable  that  the  intestate  would  take  on  the  disease,  but  there 
was  aUo  such  an  enfeeblement  of  the  system  as  impaired  its  power 
to  repel  disease. 

Counflel  argne  the  case  as  though  it  were  necessary  that  the  evi- 
dence should  show  with  direct  and  positive  certainty  that  the  injury 
produced  death.  The  assumption  upon  which  the  argument  rests 
cannot  be  made  good.    It  is  not  necessary  in  any  civil  case  to  prove 
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the  substance  of  the  issue  by  direct  or  positive  evidence.  It  is  suf- 
ficient if  there  are  facts  fairly  warranting  the  jury  in  inferring  the 
conclusion  insisted  upon  by  the  plaintifif.  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  V.  Colliiigwood,  71  Ind.  47C  ;  I/idianapolis,  etc.,  Ry.  (Jo.  v. 
T/iomas\  84  id.  194  ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  13,  n.  In  the  case  before  us 
the  evidence  very  clearly  and  fully  warranted  the  inference  that 
t  lie  injury  concurred  in  producing  death;  indeed  any  other  con- 
clusion would  be  directly  opposed  to  that  which  the  evidence 
snpjiorts. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  the  ajipellee  should  show  that  the  injury 
wsus  the  sole  or  direct  cause  of  the  death.  The  conclusion  stated 
in  our  former  opinion  is  fully  sustained  by  a  case  which  has  been 
brought  to  our  attention  since  that  opinion  was  written.  The  case 
to  which  we  refer  is  that  of  Heauchamp  v.  SaginaWy  etc.,  Co.,  50 
Mich.  163;  s.  c,  45  Am.  Rep.  30.  In  the  couree  of  the  opinion 
the  court  said:  *'Is  it  clear  beyond  dispute,  that  the  cold  taken, 
})iuHimonia  and  death  were  indei>endent  and  8ei)arate  from  the 
injury  received  and  sickness  resulting  therefrom?  Can  it  be  said 
with  judicial  certainty  that  the  injury,  the  sickness  and  weakness 
following  therefrom  did  not  directly  cause  or  largely  contribute  to 
the  attack  of  pneumonia,  and  that  the  party  wrongfully  injured 
wiis  as  able  to  withstand  this  resultant  atttick  as  ho  would  have 
been  if  *a  good,  healthy,  well  nourished  boy,'  as  at  the  time  he  re- 
ceived the  injury?  If  the  injury  received  and  sickness  following 
concurred  in  and  contributed  to  the  attack  of  pneumonia,  the 
defendant  must  be  held  responsible  therefor.  It  cannot  be  siiid 
that  here  wjis  a  second  wrongful  act,  or  a  disease,  wholly  independ- 
ent of  the  first  wrong,  which  caused  the  death  of  the  boy.  People 
V.  Cook,  39  Mich.  239."  The  ca.se  in  hand  is  in  every  feature 
infinitely  stronger  than  the  one  from  which  we  have  quoted. 

In  commenting  upon  the  ciuse  of  BaUimore,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Iha- 
ney,  4*2  Md.  117,  cited  in  the  former  opinion,  counsel  criticise  it 
with  much  severity,  but  their  judgment  is  opposed  by  very  weighty 
authority.  The  case  is  fully  approved  in  Beauchamp  v.  Saginaw, 
eft;.,  Co.,  supra,  and  in  the  following  text-books  is  cited  with  ap- 
lUi^val;  Cooley  Torts,  70;  2  Thomp.  Neg.  1084;  3  Suth.  Dam.  418. 
li  is  sustained  by  the  Phiglish  cases  which  are  cited  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  and  we  are  content  to  join  them  rather  than  follow 
counsel. 

Cases  at'e  cited  by  counsel  as  to  evidence  of  negligence  in  case^ 
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where  the  relation  of  carrier  and  passenger  does  not  exist,  and  all 
that  need  be  said  of  them  is  that  they  have  no  application  at  all  to 
a  case  like  this,  where  the  relation  of  carrier  and  passenger 
existed. 

The  general  rule  upon  the  subject  of  proof  of  negligent^?  in  a  case 
like  this,  stated  in  our  former  opinion,  is  that  laid  down  in  Jeffer- 
soHville,  etc.,  R^  Co.  v.  HGndricks,  supra,  where  it  was  held  thnt 
proof  of  the  hapjxjning  of  an  accident  to  a  passenger  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  negligeuce  on  the  part  of  the  carrier,  and  that 
rale  has  been  enforced  by  many  cases,  Jis  we  have  heretofore  shown. 
We  did  not  hold  in  our  former  opinion  that  the  rule  applied  to  a 
ease  where  there  was  nothing  more  than  a  simple  failure  to  stoj)  at 
a  regular  station;  we  had  no  such  ease  before  us;  but  we  did  hold 
that  the  general  rule  applied  to  a  case  whore  tlie  evidence  showed 
that  the  train  was  stopped  on  a  dangerous  trestle-work  after  therr 
hail  been  an  implied  invitation  to  alight,  aud  where  no  warning 
was  given  to  the  passengers  to  remain  on  the  tniin.  We  have  no 
doubt  that  such  evidence  makes  a  prima  facie  case  which  will  ])re- 
rail  unless  overcome  by  evidence  from  the  carrier.  The  cjuse  of 
Delaware,  etc.,  R.  Co,  v.  Naphes,  90  Penn.  St.  135,  sustains  our 
view  and  lends  counsel  no  support.  In  that  cjise  it  wjis  said  that 
the  general  nile  was  a  reasonable  one,  **  because  the  (company  has 
in  its  possession  and  under  its  control,  almost  exclusively,  the 
means  of  knowing  what  occasioned  the  injury  and  of  explaining 
how  it  occurred,  while  as  a  general  rule,  the  passenger  is  destitute 
of  all  knowledge  that  would  enable  him  to  present  the  fact^,  and 
fasten  negligence  on  the  company,  in  case  it  really  existed."  Any 
other  rule  would  practically  absolve  railway  carriers  from  lia- 
bility in  a  great  majority,  of  cases,  for  the  passenger  would  seldom 
be  able  to  ascertain  the  real  cause  of  the  accident.  The  case  before 
lis  supplies  an  apt  illustration  of  the  unreasonableness  of  the  rule  for 
ifvhicli  the  railroad  company  contends.  How  could  Mr.  Buck,  made 
delirious  by  his  fall  from  the  trestle-work,  have  Jisccrtained  what 
caused  the  train  to  run  by  the  station  and  stop  a  short  distance  be- 
yond upon  a  dangerous  trestle-work? 

There  was  no  evidence  satisfactorily  explaining  the  stopping  of  the 
train  u[K>n  this  trestle-work,  and  the  failure  to  warn  of  danger  the 
pass(*nger  that  the  conductor  knew  expected  to  alight  at  the  station. 
Nor  was  there  evidence  explaining  why  the  train  nm  by.  There 
was  evidence  showing  that  the  brakes  slipped,  but  no  evidence  at  all 
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showing  that  they  were  in  order,  were  properly  constructed,  or  eyen 
that  they  were  properly  applied.  They  may  have  been  air  brakes, 
and  yet  neither  properly  constructed,  nor  in  good  order,  nor  timely 
applied.  The  conductor,  knowing  that  his  passenger  desired  to 
alight,  and  knowing,  as  the  evidence  tended  strongly  to  show,  that 
the  name  of  the  little  station  was  not  usually  cried,  ought  to  have 
seen  that  the  passenger  was  in  some  way  notified  of  the  dangerous 
stopping  place.  There  were  other  facts  tending  to  show  negli- 
gence, as  for  instance  that  the  men  engaged  in  running  the  train 
were  taken  from  other  trains,  and  taking  all  the  evidence  together, 
it  was  abundantly  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  inferring  negli- 
gence. 

We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  again  go  over  the  authorities  cited 
on  the  subject  of  contributory  negligence  ;  they  fully  sustain  our 
conclusion.  The  question  in  Cincinnati,  etc.,  R.  Co,  v.  Peters,  80 
Ind.  168,  was  one  of  pleading;  hero  it  is  one  of  evidence.  All  that 
was  decided  in  that  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Wohdek,  J. 
The  argument  of  Commissioner  Fraxklix  was  not  approved. 
Thecjiseof  Jeffersonville,  etc.,  R,  Co.  v.  Hendricks,  41'  Ind.  48,  fully 
sustains  the  conclusion  reached  by  us.  We  quote:  '*  Was  not  the  at- 
tempt of  the  decedent  to  leave  the  cars,  under  the  facts  stated,  *  made 
uuder  such  circumstances  that  a  person  of  ordinary  caution  and 
care  Avould  not  have  apprehended  danger  therefrom  ?'  If  it  was, 
then  the  decedent  was  without  fault  or  negligence  ;  and  in  our 
opinion,  the  decedent  was  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  attempting 
to  leave  the  train  under  the  circumstances.  The  train  having  very 
nearly  come  t^  a  full  stop,  the  decedent  had  the  right  to  suppose 
that  it  would  stop  long  enough  for  her  to  leave  the  train;  and  she 
had  also  tlie  right  to  suppose  that  some,  of  the  agents  of  the  com- 
pany would  be  present  to  aid  and  assist  her  in  leaving  the  cars,  and 
if  her  just  expectations  had  been  realized,  she  could  and  would  have 
safely  left  the  train."  So,  in  this  cjise,  if  the  railroad  company 
had  done  its  duty,  or  had  conformed  to  its  usual  practice,  the  de- 
ceased's nnisonable  expectations  would  have  been  realized,  and  he 
could  have  left  the  train  in  safety.  The  text-writer  referred  to  by 
counsel  gives  their  argument  no  support,  for  he  says,  as  we  have 
said,  that  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  is  "  in  every  in- 
stance of  the  kind  one  of  fact  for  the  jury."  Hutch.  Carr.,  §  615.  • 
It  is  also  said  by  this  author:  **  Such  companies  must  be  extremely 
careful  not  to  mislead  tlieir  passeni^ers  into  the  belief  that  the  halt- 
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ing  of  a  train  at  a  station  is  meant  as  an  invitation  to  them  to  alight 
where  it  is  not  so  intended,  and  that  if  the  conduct  of  the  servants 
engaged  in  its  management  is  such  as  may  reasonably  produce  tliat 
impression,  and  the  passenger  so  understands  it,  and  m  the  attempt 
to  leave  the  coach  at  a  place  where  there  are  no  facilities  provided 
for  his  doing  so,  and  wliilst  m  the  exercise  of  due  diligence  lie  is 
injured,  the  company  will  Ix;  liable." 

In  the  case  in  hand  wo  need  not  inquire  what  effect  uncontra- 
dicted evidence,  that  it  has  been  the  uniform  custom  to  call  the 
station  before  permitting  passengers  to  alight,  would  have  had,  for 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  there  was  no  such  custom, 
and  that  the  station  was  very  seldom  called. 

Petition  overruled. 


Habtford  v.  State. 

{9H  Ind    461.) 

Criminal  l/iw  —  lihel  —  mitigation. 

Od  ft  criminal  proaecatioo  for  libel  the  defendant  luay  show  in  mitigation  that 
the  libel  was  prwvoked  by  a  libel  upon  him  by  the  prosecuting  witness. 


C 


ON  VICTION  of  libel.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

A.  C,  Downey,  W.  R,  Johnson  and  E,  M,  Griffith,  for  appellant. 

F,  T.  Hard,  attorney-genei-al,  and  E,  G.  Hay,  prosecuting  attor- 
ney, for  the  Stiite. 

Hammond,  J.  Indictment  in  two  counts  for  libel.  The 
appellant's  motion  to  quash  was  sustained  as  to  the  first,  and  over- 
ruled as  to  the  second  count.  Plea,  not  guilty  ;  trial  by  jury  :  ver- 
dict of  guilty,  and  fine  of  ten  dollars  ;  motion  for  a  new  trial  over- 
ruled, and  judgment  on  the  verdict. 
[Omitting  other  points.] 

The  prosecuting  witness  in  this  case  was  the  county  superintend- 
ent of  schools  in  Switzerland  county.  At  a  meeting  of  the  county 
board  of  education,  presided  over  by  the  prosecuting  witness,  a 
change  of  certain  text-books  was  made  to  the  advantage,  or  su])- 
posed  advantage,  of  a  pnblishing-house  in  Cincinnati.  The  ap]>el 
^^     Vol.   XUX-24 


Digitized  by 


Google 


186  INDIANA, 


Hartford  v.  State. 


lant  published  in  a  newspaper  in  said  county,  over  his  own  signature, 
an  article,  entitled  /*  A  true  statement  of  the  facts,"  the  substance 
of  which  was  that  an  agent  of  the  publishing-house  referred  to  had 
tMnployed  the  appellant  and  the  prosecuting  witness  to  procure  the 
cliange  of  the  text-books  by  their  influence  before  the  board  of  edu- 
cation ;  that  they  used  their  influence  with  success  in  this  matter, 
and  that  for  so  doing  they  received  from  the  agent  of  the  publish- 
ing-house $125,  which  was  paid  by  the  agent  to  the  appellant  and 
by  him  divided  with  the  prosecuting  witness.  A  copy  of  the  pul»- 
lication  was  set  out  in  each  count  of  the  indictment.  The  second 
count  alleges  that  the  appellant  charged  in  such  publication  that 
the  prosecuting  witness  was  bribed  by  the  agent  of  the  publishing- 
hoi^se  and  by  the  appellant  in  the  matter  of  the  change  of  text- 
books. It  is  claimed  that  there  is  a  variance  between  the  publica- 
tion and  the  averments  in  the  indictment  as  to  the  charges  made  in 
the  publication,  but  in  this  we  think  the  appellant's  counsel  are  in 
error.  The  charges  made  against  the  api)ellaut  in  the  indictment 
arc  in  all  substantial  respects  sustained  by  the  publication  in  ques 
tion.  The  surname  alone  of  the  prosecuting  witness  appears  in  thi* 
article  complained  of,  but  the  indictment  charges  that  it  was  pub- 
lished of  and  concerning  such  witness.  This  was  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  charges  miule  in  the  publication  related  to  the  county 
su})erintendent,  whose  full  name  is  set  out  in  the  indictment  jis 
being  the  pei*son  injuriously  affected  by  the  alleged  libel. 

The  publication  in  question  Ava^  clearly  libellous.  Whether  it 
charged  the  prosecuting  witness  with  a  crime  need  not  bo  decided. 
It  imputed  to  him  official  corruption,  and  this,  if  believed,  would  cer- 
tainly degrade  him  in  the  estimation  of  the  public.  A  publication 
may  be  libellous  without  charging  the  commission  of  crime.  State 
V.  DcLong,  88  Ind.  312  ;  Johnson  v.  Stebbins,  5  id.  364.  There 
wiis  no  error  in  overruhng  the  motion  to  quash  the  second  count  of 
the  indictment. 

The  prosecuting  witness,  who  testified  in  the  case,  had,  as 
he  admitted,  published  articles  in  a  newspaper  in  reference  to 
what  oe(iurred  in  regard  to  the  exchange  of  text-books.  There 
wovG  three  of  these  articles.  One  was  published  the  week  be- 
fore, one  on  the  same  day  of,  and  the  other  a  week  after  the 
])iiblication  made  by  the  ai)))ellant.  These  articles  were  of- 
fered in  evidence  by  the  apjjellant,  but  upon  objection  by  the 
State    tbev    were   not    admitted.      It    is   claimed    that   there   wag 
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a  discrepancy  between  some  of  the  statements  made  in  those 
publications  and  the  evidence  ot  the  prosecuting  witness  at  the  trial. 
Whether  there  was  or  not  such  contmdiction  we  express  no  opinion, 
hut  as  the  articles  related  to  the  same  facts  testified  to  by  the  prose- 
cuting witness,  the  appellant,  we  thihk,  had  the  right  to  put  these 
articles  in  evidence,  leaving  the  jury  to  determine  whether  there 
were  any  contradictions  that  in  any  way  affected  the  credibility  of 
the  witness.  The  dr^t  article  reflected  severely  upon;  the  appellant, 
charging  him  with  falsehood  in  circulating  reports  injurious  to  the 
county  superintendent  regarding  his  conduct  in  procuring  the  ex- 
change of  text-books.  There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
appellant's  publication,  which  he  claimed  was  '*  a  true  statement  of 
the  facts  in  the  case,"  was  provoked  by  the  publication  of  the  first 
article  by  the  prosecuting  witness.  Even  though  this  publication 
by  the  prosecuting  witness  was  libellous,  it  furnished  no  excuse  or 
justification  for  that  made  by  the  appellant.  The  commission  of 
one  crime  can  be  no  defense  for  the  commission  of  another.  At 
the  s;ime  time  however  the  law  is  well  settled  that  in  civil  actions 
for  libel  the  defendant  may,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  show  that 
the  publication  complained  of  was  provoked  by  one,  relating  to  the 
&inie  subject,  made  by  the  plaintiff  a  short  time  prior  to  the  de- 
fenilant's  publication.  Towns.  Sland.  and  Libel,  §§  414,  415,  416, 
Odgers  Libel  and  Sland.  306;  4  Wait  Act.  and  Def.  313.  We  think 
thikt  the  same  rule  should  apply  in  criminal  cases,  and  that  the  first 
article  published  by  the  prosecuting  witness  should  have  been  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  as  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  miti- 
gation of  punishment.  Circumstances  of  a  mitigating  character, 
and  which  are  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  fixing  the 
jHinalty,  may  be  introduced  in  evidence  by  the  defendant  in  a  crim- 
inal case.  Kistler  v.  State,  54  Ind.  400;  1  Bish.  Crim.  Law,  §§  948, 
949.  As  the  jury  in  the  present  case  did  not  assess  the  lowest  pen- 
alty prescribed  by  statute  for  the  offense  of  libel,  we  cannot  say 
that  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  offered  by  the  appellant  was 
harmless. 

[Other  matters  omitted.] 

There  was  error  in  overruling  the  appellant's  motion  for  a  new 

trial. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  instructions  to  the  court  below  to  sus- 
tain the  appellant's  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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(15  Tex.  Ct.  App.  202.) 
Criminal  law  —  murder  —  fridener  —  clothes  of  deeeosed. 

On  a  trial  for  murder  by  shooting,  the  clothes  worn  by  the  deceased,  with  the 
shot  holes  in  them,  may  be  exhibited  to  the  jury  in  evidence.  {See  note, 
p.   191.) 


C 


"CONVICTION  of  murder.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 


F.    W,  Terhune,  Perkins^  Gilbert  S  Perkins,  and  Updsgrove   d 

Hefner,  for  appellant. 

J.  H.  Hurts,  assistant  attorney-general,  for  State. 

White,  P.  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  As  shown  by  the 
seventh  hill  of  exceptions,  tlie  State  was  permitted  to  produce 
and  identify  before  the  jury  the  clothing  worn  and  the  buggy 
rug  used  by  the  deceased  at  the  time  he  was  shot,  which  were  per- 
forated by  bullet  holes.  Objection  was  made,  and  sustained  a£ 
far  as  it  wa*  proposed  to  offer  the  articles  of  clothing  and  rug  as 
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CTidence  in  themselves,  but  was  overruled  in  other  respects,  and  the 
witness  was  permitted  to  identify  the  articles;  to  state  that  they 
were  the  clothing  and  rug  worn  and  used  by  deceased  on  the  day 
smd  at  the  time  of  the  sh(»oting,  and  to  exhibit  to  the  jury  in  what 
part  of  eacli  of  the  articles  the  bullets  had  penetmted,  and  iu  which 
the  lioles  were  to  l>e  seen.     Several  objections  were  and  are  urged  to 
this  testimony,  the  principal  ones  being:    '*  Because  sucli  testimony 
cannot  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  herein,  and  is  not  of  such  a 
character  as  can  be  incorporated  in  the  record  for  the  Court  of 
Appeals,"  and  **  Because  it  proved  nothing,  but  was  calculated  to 
prejudice  the  jury,  and  was  in  their  minds  evidence  put  before  them, 
that  they  as  men  could  not  easily  discard."     These  objections  are 
almost  invariably  urged  whenever  the  State  seeks  to  avail  itself  of 
th'iii  character  of  evidence,  and  doubtless  they  spring  from  certain 
ilicta  to  be  found  in  Smffh  v.  SiafCy  42  Tex.  448.     Is  it  true,  or  is 
it  a  standard  test  or  even  a  test  at  all,  that  the  legality  and  admis- 
sibility of  evidence  dept»nds  upon  the  fjict  that  it  must  be  such  as 
can  and  must  be  incorporated  into  and  brought  up  with  the  record? 
We  know  of  no  such  rule  announced  by  any  standard  work  on  the 
law  of  evidence.     If  it  be  true,  then  the  identification,  the  pointing 
out  of    a  defendant    in  court,    is    not    legitimate    or  admissible, 
l>eoause  "*  he  cannot  be  sent  up  here  with  the  record."     A  witness's 
(countenance,  tone  of  voice,  mode  and  manner  of  expression,  and 
n^enei-al  demeanor  on  the  stand  oftentimes  influence  the  jury   as 
much  in  estimating  the  weight  they  give  and  attach  to  his  testimony 
;i8  the  words  he  utters,  and  *'yet  they  cannot  be  sent  up  with  the 
record,"  though  they  are  fit  subjects  to  be  observed  by  the  jury  in 
connection  with  his  testimony,  and  it  is  their  duty  to  consider  them 
in  passing  upon  his  testimony.     How  they  have  impressed  the  jury 
and   influenced  their  verdict  are  facts  known  only  to  themselves, 
facts  which  must  necessarily  be  unknown  to  the  defendant,  to  the 
trial  court,  and  to  this  court,  save  as  they  may  be  manifested  in  the 
verdict,  because  they  cannot  be  written  in  the  record;  and  yet  they 
are  and  always  have  been  the  best  and  most  legitimate  sources  from 
which  a  correct  estimate  of  the  value  of  oral  evidence  is  drawn. 
Our  own  rules  do  not  require  that  suuh  matters  of  proof  be  incor- 
jKirated  into  the  statement  of  fivcts.    See  Rules  for  District  Courts, 
71  ^/  seg.     A  juror,  to  be  competent  and  fit  for  jury  service,  should 
not  be  defective  in  the  organs  of  seeing  any  more  than  in  his  organs 
of    feeling  or  hearing  (Code  Crim.  Proc,  art.  636,  sub-div.  5),  and 
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he  often  sees,  and  rightly  sees  and  acts  upon,  many  things  *'  which 
cannot  be  incorporated  in  the  record."  "Evidence  includes  the 
reproduction  before  the  determining  tribunal  of  facts  either  notori- 
ous or  verified  in  open  court,  ♦  ♦  ♦  and  when  not  matter  of 
notoriety,  recognized  as  such  by  the  court,  is  adduced  only  by  the 
parties  through  witnesses,  documents  or  inspection."  Whart.  Crim. 
Ev.,  §  3.  Whilst  it  is  true  *'that  no  matter  of  fact,  that  is  to  say, 
no  actual  phenomenon  of  external  nature,  can  in  any  possible  state 
of  human  knowledge  be  a  matter  of  demonstration,"  it  is  none  tlie 
less  true  that  the  nearer  we  approximate  demonstration  by  evidence 
the  better  and  more  satisfactory  and  convincing  that  evidence  is  to 
the  human  mind.  The  doubting  Thomas  of  scripture  could  not  be 
made  to  believe  that  the  resurrected  Saviour  was  indeed  the  dead 
and  crucified  Jesus,  until  permitted  to  put  his  fingers  into  the  nail 
holes  shown  in  the  holy  hands,  and  thrust  his  own  hand  into  the 
wounded  side  whence  the  si)ear  of  the  Roman  soldier  let  out  the 
life  blood  of  the  dying  Lord. 

In  a  recent  case  in  England,  not  at  present  accessible,  the  defend- 
ant was  on  trial  for  selling  gi*ain  by  a  false  measure.  To  solve  the 
question  of  his  guilt  the  court  had  the  supposed  false  measure  and 
a  standard  measure  brought  before  the  jury,  and  the  grain  actually 
measured  from  the  one  into  the  other  in  the  presence  of  the  jur}. 
Will  any  one  pretend  to  say  that  this  was  not  the  best  and  most 
satisfactory  evidence  to  the  minds  of  the  jury  which  could  possibly 
be  adduced  of  the  fact  in  issue  before  them?  And  could  not  the 
fact  be  sufficiently  stated  in  the  record  so  as  to  apprise  this  court 
fully  of  the  nature  and  character  of  the  evidence  and  mode  of  proof 
upon  which  the  verdict  was  founded?     Clearly  so,  we  think. 

In  a  recent  case  in  Georgia  it  was  held  that  a  pistol  used  in  the 
commission  of  a  homicide  could  be  and  was  properly  submitted  to 
the  jury  for  inspection.      Wynne  v.  State,  56  Ga.  113. 

Mr.  Wharton,  in  his  work  on  Homicide,  says:  ''Dress,  inde- 
pendently of  the  questions  to  be  hereafter  noticed,  adds  often  an 
important  clement  of  indicatory  proof.  Thus  in  a  case  cited  by 
Taylor  there  wei*e  two  cuts  in  a  shirt  produced  in  evidence.  These 
cuts  were  near  each  other  and  precisely  similar,  leading  to  the  in- 
ference that  the  knife  producing  them  went  through  two  folds  of 
the  shirt.  From  this  however  it  followed  that  the  shirt  could  not 
have  been  on  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  the  wounding,  since  if  it 
had  boon  there  would  have  been  three,  not  two  cuts.     So  on  the 
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trial  of  Stokes  for  the  murder  of  Fisk  in  1873,  the  condition  of  the 
deceased's  cloak  immediately  after  the  wound  was  admitted  to  show 
the  force  and  direction  of  the  shot.  Nor  is  it  necessary,  it  has  been 
ruled,  that  the  garments  in  question  should  be  themselves  produced. 
Their  condition  can  be  described  by  witnesses  without  such  pro- 
duction, ii  their  non-production  is  satisfactorily  explained.  But 
if  practicable,  they  should  be  secured  and  brought  into  court, 
though  before  admitting  them  there  should  be  evidence  that  they 
hare  not  been  tampered  with  since  the  killing."  Whart.  on  Homi- 
cide (2ded.),  g  «74. 

But  the  identical  question  before  us  came  up  in  the  case  of  Ktnff 
V.  Skife,  13  Tox.  Ct.  App.  277,  and  it  was  said:  "Upon  the  trial 
of  tliis  cast'  llie  State,  over  defendant's  objection,  was  permitted  to 
introduce  and  exhibit  to  the  juiy  a  coat  and  pair  of  pants  which 
were  jiroved  to  have  been  on  the  person  of  deceased  at  the  time  he  was 
shot.  Testimony  of  this  character  is  oftentimes  pertinent,  mate- 
rial and  admissible.  Hubby  v.  Siate^  8  Tex.  Ct.  App.  597;  Barly 
V.  State,  9  id.,485."    See  also  White  &  Wilson's  Tex.  Dig.,  §  1307. 

In  the  light  of  these  authorities  the  clothing  and  buggy  rug  of 
Skinner  would  have  been  perfectly  legitimate  and  jtdmissible 
as  evidence  before  the  jury,  though  they  could  not  have  been  incor- 
porated into  the  record,  and  though  it  might  have  been  impossi- 
ble for  us  to  know  here,  beyond  their  verdict,  to  what  extent  tliey 
influenced  or  affected  the  jury.  If  legitimate  and  competent  evi- 
dence., the  State  had  the  right  to  introduce  them,  no  matter  how 
the  jury  might  be  affected  by  them . 

[Other  matters  omitted.     But  on  another  point] 

Reversed  and  remanded, 

KoTB  BY  THK  REPORTER.  —  Proc^tco/  Tests  and  Experiments  in  Evidenci. 
As  to  photographs,  etc.,  see  note,  26  Am.  Rep.  319 ;  Ooxdey  v.  People,  83  N. 
Y.  464  :  88  Am.  Rep.  464,  and  note,  474. 

As  to  exhibition  of  a  child  in  court  on  the  question  of  parentage,  see  Peo- 
ple V.  Carney,  29  Hun,  47;  State  v.  Smith,  54  Iowa,  104;  8.  c,  87  Am.  Rep. 
192 :  StaU  v.  Danforth,  48  Iowa,  43 ;  s.  c,  30  Am.  Rep.  387  ;  Pettie  v.  Horoc, 
4  Tliomp.  &  Cook,  85.     See  also  Ihinger  v.  State,  53  Ind.  251. 

As  to  compelling  a  prisoner  to  furnish  evidence  of  his  identity  by  putting 
his  foot  in  a  track  or  exposing  his  person,  see  State  v.  Qrdliamy  74  N.  C. 
646 ;  ».  c.  21  Am.  Rep.  493;  talker  v.  State,  7  Tex.  Ct.  App.  245 ;  s.  c.  32 
Am.  B©p.  595 ;  Stokes  v.  StaU,  5  Baxt.  619 ;  8.  c,  32  Am.  Rep.  595 ;  State  v. 
Bonders,  «8  Mo.  202 ;  8.  c,  80  Am.  Rep.  782 ;  Staie  v.  Oarrett,  71  N.  C.  85 ;  s. 
a,   17  Am.   Bep.  1  ;  State  t.  Ah  Chuey,  14  Xev.  79 ;  s.  c,  38  Am.  Rep.  530 ; 
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Blackwea  v.  State,  67  Ga.  76 :  8.  c.  44  Am.  Rep.  717 ;  Campbell  y.  State,  55 
Ala  80. 

As  to  compelling  a  person  suing  for  personal  injuries,  to  submit  to  a  physical 
examination,  see  Schroeder  v.  G.  R.  1.  <k  P.  R.  Co.,  47  Iowa,  375  ,  Roberts  ▼. 
Ogdentibttrgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  29  Hun.  154  :  WiiU  v.  Milwaukee  City  R.  Co,,  Wis- 
consin Supreme  Court.  29  Cent.  L.  J.  11. 

On  a  question  of  the  quality  of  singing,  witnesses  were  allowed  to  imitate 
the  singing  in  question.     State  v.  LinkJmm,  69  N.  C.  214 .  s.  c.  12  Am.  Rep. 

On  a  murder  trial  the  lx)nes  of  the  deceased  may  be  exhibited  in  court  to 
<*xplaiu  the  relative  attitude  and  position  of  deceased  and  defendant  at  the 
time.     State  v.   Wieinern,  66  Mo   13 

In  a  case  of  homicide,  the  jury  were  permitted  to  inspect  the  horse  on  which 
the  deceased  was  riding  at  the  time  he  received  his  death  wounds,  and  to 
nmke  experiments  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  whether  the  wounds  could  have 
l>eeu  inflirted  by  a  man  standing  on  the  ground.  Dillard  v.  State,  58  Miss. 
;J68. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  rape,  charged  to  have  been  committed  in  a 
whtmt  Held,  the  woman  liaving  testified  that  the  defendant  had  dragged  her 
over  the  fence,  evidence  of  experiments  made  in  attempting  to  lift  girls  over 
this  fence  oflFered  in  contradiction  was  excluded.  Ulrieh  v.  Pe4?ple,  39  Mich. 
•245. 

But  evidence  of  experiments  by  shooting  at  short  range  with  the  pistol  in 
question  at  .substances  tike  the  clothing  worn  by  the  deceased  when  killed, 
was  admitted  in  Snllican  v.  Commonioealth,  -93  Penn.  St.  284. 

In  an  action  on  a  life  insurance  policy,  the  insurers  asking  for  the  exhuma- 
tion of  the  body  in  order  to  show  that  the  insured  had  suffered  a  fracture  of 
the  .skull.  It  was  intimated  the  request  would  have  been  granted  if  made 
within  a  reasonable  time.  Grangers'  Life  fns.  Co.  v.  Brown,  57  Miss.  308 : 
s.  c.  34  Am.  Rep.  446. 

Where  a  cashier  undertook  to  identify  a  masked  burglar  by  his  voice,  it  was 
lield  incompetent  for  the  defendant,  not  under  oath,  to  prove  what  was  his 
usual  and  natural  voice  by  using  his  voice  in  the  court  room.  Com  v  Seott, 
123  Mass.  222  ;  s.  ( .,  25  Am.  Rep.  81. 

On  a  question  of  handwriting,  the  defendant  may  not  write  in  court  and 
submit  the  writing  to  the  jury  for  comparison.  Com.  v.  Allen,  128  Mass.  46  ; 
t;.  < .    35  Am.  Rep.  356. 

On  the  question  whether  in  a  photograph  of  several  persons,  sitting  in  a 
row.  the  outer  images  would  be  as  vivid  and  correct  as  those  in  the  center,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  caused  themselves  to  be  photographed  on 
the  bench  in  open  court. 

In  EvartH  v.  Middlebury.  53  Vt.  626.  on  a  question  of  horse  shoeing,  the 
.shoes  were  allow(>d  to  be  exhibited. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  carrying  on  a  boxing  match,  it  was  held 
not  to  be  error  to  rule  out  the  gloves  oflFered  in  evidence.  State  v.  Burnham, 
56  Vt.  445  ;  s.  ( .,  48  Am.  Rep.  801. 

In  /nytw  v.  State,  42  Ga.  477,  a  witness  having  testified  that  lie  committed 
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to  memoiy  part  of  the  play  of  Punch  and  Judy  while  certain  facts,  to  which 
he  had  sworn,  were  occurring,  the  court  allowed  counsel  on  cross-examina- 
tion to  require  him  to  repeat  the  dialogue  referred  to. 

Ill  the  recent  English  case  of  Belt  v.  Laifleji,  the  plaintiff,  a  s(>ulptor.  sued 
the  Vanity  Fair  newspaper  for  libel  in  alleging  that  he  is  no  artist,  and  that 
his  pretended  works  are  made  by  talented  subordinates.  The  Laic  Time*  says  * 
*-  This  case  is  probably  the  first  in  which  it  has  been  suggested  tluit  an  artist 
whose  skill  is  impugned  should  prove  it  by  practical  operations  in  court.  The 
inconvenient  results  which  would  probably  flow  from  such  a  practice  are  ob- 
▼ious.  The  practical  operation  would  not  be  recorded,  although  it  might  pro- 
duce different  impressions  upon  different  minds.  The  operator  and  his  friends 
mi^ht  consider  the  test  conclusive  in  his  favor  ;  another  view  might  be  taken 
by  the  other  side.  How  move  against  a  verdict  based  on  this  operation  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence?  If  the  test  is  to  be 
applied  to  a  sculptor,  why  not  to  a  prima  donna  f  VVe  have  known  of  a  case 
in  which  an  artiatf  sought  damages  for  wrongful  dismissal,  and  the  justifica- 
tion was  that  she  could  not  sing.  Would  a  judge  have  allowed  her  to  sing  to 
the  jury?  If  so.  the  rule  might  be  extended  without  limit,  with  consequences 
terrible  to  contemplate.'*  The  "suggestion**  in  the  case  in  question  came 
fn>m  the  plaintiff  on  cross-examination,  with  the  observation,  "that  will  end 
thf  case."  Hereupon  the  following  dialogue  ensued  '*  Mr.  RnssELL  —  No, 
ind**d,  Mr.  Bell,  it  will  not.  Baron  Huddleston  -If  the  jury  express  a 
wish  to  see  Mr.  Belt  put  to  the  test,  I  shall  certainly  not  prevent  it.  (Applause 
in  iimrt.  which  was  at  once  checked.)  Sir  H.  Gtffard — I  shall  certainly 
a>k  for  it.  my  lord.  Mr.  Kuhsbll  — And  I  shall  not  object  at  the  proper  stage 
«.f  these  proceedings.*' 

Suljsequently.  at  Carnarvon,  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries  against  a  rail- 
way company,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  a.sked  him  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  walk 
arross  the  court  before  the  jury,  with  a  view  to  convince  them  that  his  lame- 
ne«w  was  not  assumed.  *  The  same  learned  judge  declined  to  allow  this  test. 
and  said  "  that  ever  since  he  had  been  reported  to  have  said,  during  the  hear- 
ioK  of  the  case  of  Beit  v.  Lawes,  that  he  should  allow  the  plaintiff  to  make 
a  bast  of  himself  (Baron  Huddleston)  in  court,  he  had  been  pestered  to  allow 
all  kinds  of  tests  to  be  gone  through  in  court  before  the  jury  ;  and  he  wished 
it  to  be  known  that  the  press  had  entirely  misrepresented  him  in  this  matter, 
and  that  he  had  never  indicated  that  he  should  allow  such  a  course  to  be 
taken."  The  difference  between  this  test  of  skill  and  the  offer  in  the  railway 
rase  i»  manifest,  for  the  jury  could  not  tell  but  that  the  plaintiff  then  was 
.•^hamming  lameness,  while  there  could  be  no  question  if  he  made  a  bust. 

The  Jj<mdon  Law  Journal  says:  ''The  practice  of  experimenting  before 
judges  is  likely  to  receive  a  check,  if  it  is  often  followed  by  such  results  as 
happened  in  a  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Pearson  last  week.  Two  German  firms 
were  disputing  the  exclusive  right  in  certain  patents  for  improvements  *  in  the 
prf>d action  of  coloring  matters  suitable  for  dyeing  and  printing.'  The  conten- 
tion of  the  defendants  was  that  the  chemical  means  described  in  the  specifica- 
tioos  were  impossible,  because  if  the  *  oxyazo  nuphthalinoine  '  were  to  be 
anit4*d  with  the  *  fuming  sulphuric  acid '  of  the  strength  therein  described,  it 
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would  be  dangerous  to  human  life  ;  and  an  experiment  coram  judice  was  pro 
[)06ed.  In  an  unguarded  moment  the  judge  consented,  and  adjourned  in  an 
empty  room,  where  the  baleful  mixture  was  concocted  by  adding  a  teaspoonful 
of  the  unpronounceable  liquid  to  an  ounce  of  fuming  sulphuric  acid.  The 
result  was  terrific.  *  So  dense  and  poisonous '  were  the  effects  of  the  fumes 
which  arose,  that  judge,  counsel,  witnesses  and  bystanders  fled,  *  with  the 
utmost  precipitancy,  to  avoid  being  asphyxiated  on  the  spot  '  Her  majesty's 
judges  are  brave  men.  but  even  in  the  search  for  truth  they  ought  not  to  b<* 
exposed  to  dangers  bitherto  reserved  for  combatants  in  China  ;  and  the  smok- 
ing out  of  the  Koyal  <  'ourls  of  Justice,  as  if  it  were  a  nest  of  hornets,  is  a  con- 
tempt of  court  for  w'aich  none  of  the  penalties  provided  by  the  Lord  Chancel- 
lor's Bill  is  adequate."  The  lx)ndon  Law  Times  says  of  the  same  transaction  : 
"  We  see  no  advantage  in  this  kind  of  exhibition  ,  th<'  conditions  under  which 
such  an  experiment  has  to  be  made  must  tend  to  make  it  misleading,  and  n 
r^urt  should  be,  as  a  by -gone  judge  described  it.  *  a  machine  put  in  motion  by 
evidence*  of  witnosses,  not  by  the  exhibition  of  experiments." 

Lunih  V.  Brni(nnn,t,  32  W.  U.  985,  was  bmught  t4>  restrain  the  defendants, 
who  were  the  owners  of  a  house  fronting  on  the  same  street  as  a  house  ownetl 
by  the  plaintiff,  fnmi  cau.sing  or  permitting  any  seweragt*  to  be  discharged 
from  their  preiiiiM»s  into  a  drain  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  from  continu 
ing  or  penniiting  to  rrmaiu  any  connection  between  tlu^ir  premises  and  th<* 
plaintiff's  drain  :  and  the  court,  up<m  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  made  an 
order  authorizing  him  to  ent«T  upon  that  part  of  the  street,  the  soil  of  wfiit-h 
belonged  to  the  delendants,  for  the  purjwse  of  ex])erimeuting.  in  order  to  dis 
cover  whether  the  pip«*  which  joined  the  plaintiff's  drain  proceeded  directly 
fnim  tin'"  d«'fendant*s  house,  and  for  that  pur|>ose  to  dig  up  the  street  so  far  a> 
might  be  necessary. 

See  Browne's  "  Humorous  Phases  of  the  Law,*' — "Practical  Tests  in  Evi. 
dence." 


ScHULTz  V.  State. 

(15  Tex.  Ct.  App.  268.) 

Oriminal  law  —  lost  indictmerU. 

When  an  indictment  is  lost  after  plea  the  trial  may  proceed  od  a  copj. 

/CONVICTION  of  theft.     The  opinion  states  the  point 
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WiLLSON,  J.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  indictment 
'was  read  to  the  jury  on  the  trial,  the  defendant  having  entered  a 
plea  of  not  guilty  thereto.  When  the  jury  returned  their  verdict 
into  court,  the  indict nuMit  was  missing.  It  was  shown  by  the 
affidavits  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  and  of  the  prosecuting  attorney, 
that  when  the  jury  retired  to  consider  of  their  verdict,  the- indict- 
ment was  handed  by  the  clerk  to  the  foreman  of  the  jury.  It  was, 
on  the  other  hand,  shown  by  the  affidavits  of  the  foreman  and  two 
other  members  of  the  jury  that  the  indictment  was  not  before  tlie 
jury  when  the  case  was  being  considered  by  them,  nor  when  they 
made  up  their  verdict.  The  verdict  was  written  upon  a  bail  bond, 
which  was  a  paper  in  the  cause. 

When  the  loss  of  the  indictment  was  tiscertained  the  district 
attorney  suggested  its  loss  to  the  court  and  moved  to  substitute  it, 
which  motion  was  granted  and  the  indictment  was  substituted.  A 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  was  made  by  the  defendant  and  over- 
ruled by  the  court ;  which  motion  was  based  upon  the  ground  th.it 
there  was  no  indictment  before  the  jury  or  in  court  at  the  time  the 
verdict  was  made  and  returned  into  court.  The  court  then  pro- 
ceeded to  enter  judgment  upon  the  verdict,  and  after  motion  for 
new  trial  made  and  overruled  and  after  the  court  had  pronounced 
the  sentence  upon  the  defendant  he  appealed  to  this  court. 

It   is  argued  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  article  434  of  the 
Code   of    Civil   Procedure,   providing   for    the   substitution   of   an 
indictment,  is  violative  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
gtitiitiou  of  the  United  States,  and  also  of  article  1,  section  10,  of 
our  Bill  of  Rights.     This  article  of  our  Code  was  not  contained  in 
the  original  Code  but  was  engrafted  thereupon  by  amendment,  by 
act  of  February  15,  1858.     Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  original 
Code  we  had  a  statute  however  which  provided  for  the  substitution 
of  a  lost  indictment,  though  it  was  not  so  full  and  explicit  in  pre- 
scribing the  manner  and  requisites  of  such  substitution  as  is  article 
434  before  cited,  and  did  not  permit  the  substitution  to  be  made 
except  by   the  grand  jury.     Hartley's  Digest,  art.  464;  State  v. 
Elliott y  14  Tex.  423.     But  in  State  v.   Adams,  17  id.   232,  it  was 
held  that  an  indictment  might  be  substituted  under  the  statute 
providing  for  the  substitution  of  lost  records  in  civil  cases.     Pas. 
Dig.,  arts.  4969,  4970.     That  was  a  case  where  the  indictment  wjis 
for  a  roisdemeanor,  and  no  question  was  raised  as  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  law  with  reference  to  indictments.     In  State  v.  Ivy,  33 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ iC 


196 TEXAS, 

Schultz  V.  State. 


Tex.  646,  which  was  also  a  prosecution  for  a  misdemeanor,  it  was 
held  that  it  was  proper  to  substitute  an  indictment  and  that  the 
substitution  need  not  be  made  by  the  grand  jury  presenting  another 
indictment,  but  might  be  made  by  the  district  attorney.  There  was 
no  question  raised  in  Ivy's  case  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the 
statute. 

We  have  examined  all  the  cases  decided  in  our  own  State  wherein 
the  question  of  substitution  or  attempted  substitution  of  the 
indictment  has  been  before  the  court  and  in  none  of  them  do  we 
find  the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  this  statute,  in  so  far  as 
it  allows  the  substitution  otherwise  than  by  the  act  of  the  grand 
jury,  presented  or  discussed.  Turner  v.  State,  7  Tex.  Ct.  App. 
596  ;  Bear  doll  v.  State,  9  id.  262  ;  Rogers  v.  State,  11  id.  608.  It 
is  therefore  an  open  question  in  this  State  and  in  the  opinion  of  the 
writer  is  by  no  means  free  from  diflBculty. 

By  section  10  of  our  Bill  of  Rights  no  person  shall  be  held  to 
answer  for  a  criminal  offense  which  is  a  felony,  unless  on  indict- 
ment of  a  grand  jury.  Is  a  paper  which  has  been  substituted  for 
thi'  indictment  by  the  act  of  the  district  or  county  attorney,  in  the 
manner  provided  by  tlie  statute,  an  indictment  of  a  grand  jury  ? 
If  it  is  not,  then  is  it  within  tlie  power  of  the  legislature  to  provide 
that  any  j>er8on  sliall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  felony  upon  it  ?  But 
we  are  not  called  upon  by  the  facts  in  this  case  to  determine  the 
((uestion  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  referred  to,  and 
we  have  adverted  to  it  mainly  for  the  purpose  of  calling  the  attention 
of  prosecuting  attorneys  to  the  subject  and  suggesting  to  them  that 
it  is  much  the  safer  and  better  practice,  whereyer  it  can  be  done, 
to  su))stitute  a  lost  indictment  by  having  another  one  returned  by 
the  gnmd  jury  ;  which  was  the  common-law  practice,  and  is  the 
oTily  mode  of  supplying  a  lost  indictment  in  most  of  the  States.  1 
Bish.  Crim.  Proc,  §  1400. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  defendant  was  called  upon  to  answer 
the  original  indictment,  which  was  the  act  of  the  grand  jury,  and 
lie  plcivded  to  it  as  such,  thereby  admitting  its  genuineness.  He 
was  \)\\t  upon  his  trial  therefore  '*  on  indictment  of  a  grand  jur}%" 
in  compliance  with  the  requirement  of  our  Bill  of  Rights,  and  upon 
' '  due  process  of  law,"  as  required  by  section  1  of  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  It  was  not 
until  after  the  defendant  had  pleaded  to  the  indictment  that  it  was 
lost  and  substituted.     This  being  the  case  the  constitutional  ques- 
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tions  raised  by  defendant's  counsel  are  not  properly  in  the  case. 
We  find  these  questions  ably  discussed  in  two  Alabama  cases,  where 
the  difference  between  the  substitution  of  a  lost  indictment  before 
trial  and  its  substitution  after  plea  to  the  merits  is  clearly  pointed 
out. 

In  the  first  ca^e,  Ganawayx.  State,  22  Ala.  772,  an  indictment 
was  substituted  before  trial,  by  a  proved  copy  thereof.  The 
court  said  :  '*  The  question  here  is,  can  an  indictment  be  sub- 
stituted before  trial.  ♦  *  ♦  fj^e  power  of  substitution  is 
claimed  as  a  power  inherent  in  every  court  to  supply  such  paper:?, 
or  parts  of  the  record,  as  may  have  been  lost  by  accident  or  de- 
stroyed, which  constitute   a  necessary  pai*t  of    the   proceedings. 

*  *  *  But  this  power  does  not  embrace  an  indictment. 
The  court  has  no  power  to  make  an  indictment,  or  to  direct  one 
to  be  made.  That  power  resides  exclusively  with  the  grand 
jar}'.  *  *  *  In  the  matter  of  preferring  an  indictment  the 
^rand  jury  are  the  sole  judges,  under  their  oath,  of  the  propri- 
ety of  their  own  action.  *  *  *  The  right  is  conceded  to  the 
prisoner  to  be  arraigned  on  the  indictment  found  by  the  gi-and 
jury  ;  to  have  an  inspection  of  that  identical  paper,  in  order  to 
make  his  objections  to  its  form  or  substance,  if  any  exist.  The 
mle  is  one  which  tends  to  make  solicitors  careful  in  drawing 
indictments,  with  reference  to  the  ([uestion  we  are  discussing, 
and  clerks  extremely  careful  of  their  safe  custody.  We  ihnxht 
whether  on  the  whole,  any  good  would  be  accomplished  by  over- 
throwing a  rule  which  is  productive  of  these  consequences. 
When  an  indictment  is  lost  or  destroyed,  it  can  generally  be  sup- 
plied by  having  a  new  one  found  by  the  grand  jury."  Accord- 
ingly, the  court  in  that  case  held  that  tlie  indictment  could  not 
be  substituted. 

In  Bradford  v.  State,  54  Ala.  230,  the  indictment  was  lost  after 
the  trial  had  commenced,  and  after  the  defendant's  plea  of  not 
giiiltv  thereto  had  been  entered,  and  upon  discovering  the  loss  of 
the  indictment  it  was  substituted,  pending  the  trial  of  the  cjise. 
Bradford's  case  being  a  parallel  case  to  the  one  before  us,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  question  we  are  discussing,  we  shall  extract  from  tlie 
able  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Bkickell  at  length.  The  opinion 
says  :  '*  Courts  of  record,  independent  of  express  legislation,  have 
power  to  substitute  any  of  the  files  or  records  which  may  be  lost  or 
de^roved.      The  power  is  matter  of  necessity,  whether  the  loss  oc- 
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curs  while  the  caiase  is  iu  fieri,  before  it  has  progressed  to  fiual 
judgment,  or  after  sucli  judgment  has  been  rendered,  and  whether 
the  loss  is  of  the  whole  record,  or  of  papers  which,  when  it  is  finally 
made  up,  will  constitute  a  part  of'it.  In  reference  to  civil  cases, 
I  ho  statute  now  provides,  'if  an  original  pleading  be  lost,  or  with- 
hold by  any  pt^rson,  the  court  may  order  a  copy  to  be  filed  in  place 
of  the  original.' 

**  In  Ganaway  v.  State,  22  Ala.  772,  the  majority  of  the  court, 
recognizing  this  power  of  the  court  in  civil  cases,  denied  the  power 
to  substitute  an  indictment  before  arraignment  and  trial.  Since 
the  statutes  provide  that  if  an  indictment  is  lost,  mislaid  or  de- 
stroyed, the  court  may  on  satisfactory  proof  thereof  order  another 
indictment  to  be  [)referrcd.  And  further  provides  the  time  elaps- 
ing between  the  finding  of  the  first  and  the  subsequent  indictment 
shall  not  be  computed  x\s>  part  of  the  time  limiting  the  prosecution 
of  the  offense.  Neither  the  decision  in  Ganaway^ h  case  nor  the 
statute  meets  the  (luest ion  now  presented  —  the  loss  of  an  indict- 
ment, the  verity  of  which  was  indisputable.  The  opportunity  of 
inspecting  it  had  been  afforded,  and  availing  himself  of  the  oppor- 
tunity, he  tested  by  demurrer  its  sufficiency.  The  demurrer  being 
overruled,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  —  he  declining  to  plead  —  was  en- 
tered for  him  before  the  loss  of  the  indictment.  Thei*e  can  be  no 
apprehension  that  an  indictment  against  him  had  not  been  pre- 
ferrcMl  by  the  grand  jury,  or  that  he  was  put  on  his  trial  to  answer 
thi'  rMinine  finding  of  the  grand  jury.  The  indictment  havnig 
been  lost  after  plea,  after  the  jury  had  been  impanelled  and  the  evi- 
dence closed,  the  result  is,  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  his  discharge, 
if  the  continuous  existence  and  presence  in  court  of  the  indictment 
wjus  essential,  and  the  court  could   not  by  substitution   supply  its 

''Without  infringing  on  the  decision  in  Ganamay^s  case,  or 
invoking  the  aid  of  the  statute,  as  matter  of  legal  principU*, 
jealous  of  the  safety  of  the  accused  and  preservation  of  all  tlu' 
riji:hts  guaranteed  to  him,  we  cannot  apprehend  there  is  any 
real  difliculty  in  affirming  the  jmwer  of  the  court  to  permit  or 
indeed  to  compel  the  substitution  of  the  indictment,  under  the 
facets  found  in  the  record,  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the 
ac<used.  The  indictment  under  our  laws  is  an  indispensable 
constitutent  of  the  record.  To  answer  it  the  defendant  is  ar- 
raigned, and  to  it  his  plea  is  the  answer,  whether  he  voluntarily 
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interposes  it,  or  the  court,  when  he  stands  mute,  intervenes  for 
him.     Before  he  can  be  arraigned  and  put  on    his  trial   the  record 
must  disclose  an  indictment,  that  it  is  the   finding   of    a  grand 
jury,  organized  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law,  and    by  them    re- 
turned into  and  accepted  by  the  court.         ♦         ♦         *         W'hen 
pleaded  to,  either  by  the  plea  of  not  guilty  or  by  general  demurrer 
l)ecausc  of  its  insufficiency  in  law.  its  genuineness  as  a  record  stands 
admitted.     Neither  plea  would  be  proper  or  authorize  the  rendition 
of  judgment  unless  interposed  to  a  genuine  indictment.     ♦     *     * 
'*  Of  the  existence  of  the  original  indictment,  and  of  its  verity, 
tiiere  could  be  ami  was  no  controversy.     The  substitution  was  the 
introfhiction  into  the  record  of  matter  previously  recognized  by  the 
4'ourt,  and  admitted  by  the  defendant  of  matter  the  verity  of  which 
had  previously  passed  beyond  controversy.     It  was  the  duty  of  tlu» 
court  U)  make  the  record  speak  the  truth  ;  to  conform  it  lothc  facts 
:u  they  existed  when  the  defendant    wjis  arraigned,  pleaded  and 
was  put  on  his  trial;  thereby  no  right  of  the  accused  wjis  imj^eriled  ; 
he  is  not  subjected  to  any  other  jeopardy  than  that  in  wliich  he  was 
jdaccd  when  i>ut  on  his  trial.     That  the  grand  jury  had  made  a 
presentation  Jigainst  him  ;  that  it  was  returned  into  court  ;  tliat  he 
had  admitt^nl  its  verity,  was  already  judicially  ascertained,  and  was 
apparent  of  record.     His  clear,  constitutional  right  was  to  a  verdict 
frunri  the  jury  impanelled  and  sworn,  which  he  had  accepted  as  his 
triers.     The  loss  or  destruction  of  the  indictment  could  not  take 
away  this  right.     The  State   had  a  corresponding  right  that  .the 
trial  should  progress,  and  a  judgment  of  conviction  or  acquittal  be 
n*iulere<I,  finally  determining  the  prosecution.     »Such  rights  cannot 
^>e  impaired  or  destroyed  by  the  accidental  loss  or  the  willful  abstrac- 
Mon  or  destruction  of  ])apers  pending  the  trial.  The  substitution  of 
sucli  pa|>ers  on  satisfactory  proof  by  the  court  is  the  only  mode  of 
^n}>})lying  the  loss,  and  lies  within  the  inherent  power  of  the  court. 
Otherwise  the  progress  of  a  cause  could  be  arrested  ;  the  escape  of 
the  criminal  could  be  secured  by  the  felonious  abstraction,  or  the 
accidental  loss  of  the  indictment.     In  Ganawaifs  case,  and  in   the 
*rase  ]irovided  for  by  the  statute,  tlie  loss  may  Ix^  supplied  by  pre- 
ferring a  new  indictment,  and  that,  when  it  can  be  pursued,  is  the 
more  conservative  practice,  if  the  statute  had  not  directed  it.     But 
when  pending  the  trial   the  indictment  is  lost  or  destroyed,  the  de- 
fendant being  in  jeopardy,  the  result  is  his  discharge,  or  it  must 
rest  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  supply  the  loss  by  substitution. 
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Rights,  neither  of  the  State  nor  of  individuals,  are  lost  by  the  loss 
of  records  or  the  constituents  of  a  record  in  the  custody  of  courts 
or  public  officers.  We  are  of  opinion  the  court  had  power,  without 
the  consent  of  the  accused,  or  of  his  counsel,  to  order  the  substitu- 
tion." 

If  the  opinion  from  whicli  we  have  so  largely  copied  announces 
the  correct  practice,  it  is  as  applicable  here  as  in  Alabama ;  and 
when  applied  to  the  case  in  hand,  is  authority  in  point,  for  sustain- 
ing the  action  of  the  court  in  substituting  the  indictment.  We 
think  the  reasoning  of  Chief  Justice  Brickell  in  Bradford's  case 
is  sound  and  unanswerable,  and  in  so  far  as  that  case  holds  that  the 
indictment  may  be  substituted  after  the  defendant  has  pleaded  to 
it,  we  fully  indorse  it.  We  hold  therefore  in  the  case  before  us 
that  the  court  did  not  err  in  permitting  the  lost  indictment  to  be 
substituted. 

[Minor  mattei-s  omitted.] 


Judgmejit  affirmed. 


Temple  v.  State. 

(16Tex.  Ot.  App.  304.) 

Jihidevre  — judicuil  notice. 

Where  every  locality  of  two  hundred  inhabitants  may  incorporate  itself  ap  a 
town,  the  courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  such  incorporation,  {iiee 
note,  p.  201.) 

/^ONVICTION  of  manslaughter.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Frank  Templeion,  for  appellant. 

J.  H,  Burts,  assistant  attorney-general,  for  State. 

White,  P.  J.  [Omitting  other  matters.]  It  was  objected  that 
parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  that  the  town  of  Jacksonville 
was  an  incorporated  town,  and  that  the  deceased  was,  at  the  time 
he  was  killed,  the  marshal  of  said  town.  In  some  of  the  States, 
Alabama  for  instance,  the  rule  is  that  *'  courts  will  judicially  notice 
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the  charter  or  incorporating  act  of  a  municipal  corporation  with- 
out being  specially  pleaded,  not  only  when  it  is  declared  to  be  a 
public  statute  but  when  it  is  public  and  general  in  its  nature  or 
purj>oses,  though  there  be  no  express  provision  to  that  effect."  1 
Dill.  Mun.  Corj).  (3ded.),  §  83.  Such  is  not  the  rule  in  this  State, 
With  us  a  district  judge  is  not  charged  with  notice  or  judicial 
knowledge  that  any  designated  locality  is  an  incorporated  town  or 
<ity.     PaUerson  v.  State,  12  Tex.  Ct.  App.  *^22. 

And  the  reason  for  the  rule  as  it  obtains  with  us  may  be  found 
in  provisions  of  our  law  with  regard  to  municipal  corporations  and 
tlie  mode  and  manner  of  their  creation.  No  special  legislative  act 
is  r(U[uired  to  create  or  legalize  such  corporations.  Any  town  of 
two  hundred  inhabitants  or  any  city  may  of  itself  become  incor- 
]K>nited  by  complying  with  the  general  laws  upon  the  subject. 
Rev.  Stats.,  arts.  340  to  541,  inclusive  ;  acts  17  Legislature,  pp.  63, 
115,  116,  117.  After  an  election  has  been  held  under  the  general 
laws,  and  "corporation"  is  carried,  all  that  is  necessary  to  invest 
the  town  with  all  the  rights  incident  to  corporations  under  the  law 
i?s  that  the  county  judge  ''shall,  within  twenty  days  after  the 
receipt  of  the  returns,  make  an  entry  upon  the  records  of  the  Com- 
missioners' Court  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  are  incorporated," 
etc.  Rev.  Stats.,  arts.  511  to  514.  It  could  scarcely  be  expected 
that  the  courts  should  judicially  know  of  all  such,  and  when  they 
have  been  made  and  placed  on  the  records  of  the  County  Commis- 
sioners' Court. 

[But  on  another  point] 

Reversed  and  remanded. 

Note  by  the  Reporter. —  What  will  be  noticed  judidaUy.    See  87  Am. 

Dec.  84 ;    10  Abb.  N.  C.  107,  note ;  Moak's  Van  S.  Pleading.  254 ;  Brovm   v. 

Piper,  91    U.  S.  87.     Courts  wiU  generally  take  notice  of  whatever  ought  to 

be  generally  known  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction.     People  v.  Snyder, 

41  N.  Y.  397.     Of  the  Constitution  of  a  sister    State,  so  far  us  the  jurisdiction 

of  its  courts  is  shoMm.     Dodge  v.  Coffin,  15  Kans.  277.     For  the  purpose  of 

.v>nst ruing  a  Constitution  or  statute,  courts  may  take  judicial  notice    of  every 

thing*  which  may  affect  the  validity  or  meaning  of  such  Constitution  or  statute. 

(^Hty  of  Topeka  v.  OiUett,  82  Kans.  431.      Of  the  civil  divi-sions  of  the  State. 

Chapman  v.   Wilber,  6  Hill,  475 ;  People  v.  Breese,  7  Cow.  429  :  Gooding  v. 

Morgan,  70  111.  275.     The  result  of  an  election  on  the  question  of  the  removal 

«>f  a  county  seat,  a**  a  fact  connected  with  the  organization  of  counties,  where 

the  question  is  drawn  in  issue  collaterally.     Andrews  v.  Knox  Co.,  70  111.  65. 

Bmiodaries  of  the  several  judicial  districts  in  t\w  city  of  New  York.     People 
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V.  OaUahan,  HO  How.  373  Acts  creating  municipal  corporations.  WinooM  v. 
Ookef/.  49  Vt  282  ;  Stier  v  City  of  Onkuhosa,  41  Iowa,  853 :  Bowie  v.  CUy  of 
KansiM.  51  Mo.  454  ;  PreU  v  McDoiuUd.  12  Am.  liep.  423  :  State  v.  Tosncy. 
26  Miun.  262.  So  of  tlie  rt^peal  of  a  section  of  au  act  iDcorp)orating  u  town. 
BHmout  V.  Mwn'iU,  69  Me.  314.  Where  a  public  law  creuti's  tbe  mayor  and 
jildeniieu  an  incorporated  body,  no  avennentor  proof  is  necessary  to  establisb 
tUe  existence*  of  !b«'  corporation  State  v  Mayor,  etc..  11  Humpb.  217. 
Wbeu  it  is  sbown  ibat  a  town  or  city  has  availed  itself  of  tbo  general  law  hu 
iborizing  towns  and  cities  to  become  incorporated,  the  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice  of  tin*  rigbtsand  powers  conferred  thereby.  City  of  Hopfdnaw  Katuut*, 
vtr..  It  Co.,  79  Mo.  98. 

In  Hard  v.  City  of  Deeorah,  43  Iowa.  313,  Day,  J.,  said  :  *•  Whenj  a  town 
or  city  is  incori>orated  by  special  act  of  the  legislature,  the  statute  partakes  of 
the  nature  of  a  public  act,  and   courts  take  judicial  notice  of  it.     People  v. 
Potter,  ;}5C'al.  110  :  StiHiils   v.  State,  4  Ind.  516,    Vatice  v.  Farmers  &  Meehau 
irH   Bank,   1    Blackf.  79 :  State  v.  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  Mwrfreetboro,   1 1 
Humph.  217  :  Ca^e  v.  Mayor  of  MiMie,  'M\  Ala.  5:38  .    Went  v   Blake,  4  Blackf. 
234;    PuU  \.' McDonald,   7  Kaub.   426;   Btaity  v.   Knmden,  4   Peters,   152." 
Where  an  action  for  the  violation  of  a  city  ordinances  is  commenced  and  prose 
riit*'d  to  conviction  and  sentence  befort?  the  police  judge  of  such  city,  and  the 
<*a.se  is  then  taken  by  the  defendant  ona]»pea]  to  the  District  Court,  the  District 
Court-  should,  with  refer«»nce  to  such  case,  take  judicial  notice  of  the   incorjH>- 
ration  of  such  city  and  of  the  existence  and  substance  of  its  ordinaures.    CUy 
tf  Soloinon  v.  Hughes,  24  Kan.s.  211      That  a  certain  city  is  in  a  certain  county. 
Clayton  v.  May,  67  U a.  769;  Solyer  v.  Romanet,  52  Tex.  562;  AUi.  (Jtdd  Ltjc 
//w   Co.  V.  Cobb,  57  Ala.  547.     But  see  Hoffman  v     State.  12  Tex.    .\pp.  4(HJ. 

Where  the  articles  of  a  turnpike  as.s<>ciation  slate  the  tenuiui  of  the  road  U\ 
be  within  a  certain  county,  the  courts  of  this  State  will  take  notice  that  a  roatl 
running  from  one  of  such  termini  to  the  other  is  located  wholly  in  such  county. 
Stnnmetz  v.  Versailles,  etc..  Turnpike  Co.,  57  Ind.  457  Of  the  population  of 
cities  within  the  State.  Matter  of  Jacobs,  2  N.  Y.  ('rim.  liep.  356.  Of  tlie 
distance  between  well  known  cities  in  the  United  States,  and  of  the  ordinary 
s]>eed  of  railway  trains  between  the  same.  Pearee  v.  Langjit,  47  Am.  Kep. 
737.  But  see  Rwe  v.  Montgomery,  4  Biss.  75.  Who  the  executive  may  Im*  at 
any  time  the  fact  may  Ix'  called  in  question.  Dewes  v.  Col.  Co.,  32  Tex.  570. 
.Ml  public  officers  who  are  commissioned  by  the  governor,  and  are  bound  to 
recognize  their  official  acts.  Btggs  v.  State,  55  Ala  108.  Of  the  civil  officers 
of  a  county.  Thiehnan  v  Burg.  73  111.  283;  Himmtlnumn  v.  Hoadley,  44  iai. 
213.  That  aldermen  are  public  officers.  Hibhs  v  Blair,  2  Harris,  413  ;  (f>*d- 
davd  V.  Glominger.  5  Watts.  219  Fox  v  Com..  81  *Penn.  St.  516.  Tliat 
one  is  an  attorney.  People  v  Nerins.  1  Hill,  154.  Of  the  streets  of  San 
Kmncisco  and  of  their  relation  to  each  other  and  of  the  direction  in  which 
they  run.  Brady  v.  Page,  59  Cal.  301  But  not  of  the  width  of  streets* 
or  sidewalks.  Porter  v  Waring,  69  N.  Y  250.  That  sewers  in  the  city  of 
New  York  are  incidents  to  and  generally  found  in  the  streets,  for  the  purpose 
of  construing  an  act  regulating  grading,  etc  .  a  street  to  include  the  power 
to  construct  a  .sewer.     Matter  of  L   &   W.  Orphan  Hon}e.  92  N.   Y.  116;  Abb 
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Ann.  Dig.   (188^-3),  155.     That  the  island  of  Cuba  is  a  dependency  of  tbe 
kingdom  of  Spain.     People  v.  D\irgenc<mr,  32  Hun,  178. 

In  Iwuuir  V.  Westeott,  26  N.  Y.  148,  it  was  held  that  the  "  court  would  Uke 
judicial  notice  that  the  province  of  Upper  Canada  is  a  foreign  country  and  forms 
no  part  of  our  own,  EiinU  v.  Smithy  14  How.  (U.  S.)  430,  and  that  it  has  a 
government  and  courts,  and  that^those  courts  proceed  according  to  the  course  of 
the  common  law.  A  general  law  authorizing  a  particular  class  of  coriwrations. 
JfHhodut,  etc.,  v.  Pickett,  19  X.  Y.  486.  A  railroad  charter,  published  by  the 
State  among  the  ])ah1ic  and  private  acts  and  resolutions  of  the  ]egislatu^c^  as 
required  by  statute.  HaU  v.  Brown,  6()  N.  H.  93:  BfUtinwrr.  et^*,,  v.  Sfienntiu, 
30  Gratt.  602. 

Courts  and  juries  from  their  general  information  may  take  the  initials  C.  (). 
I). .  when  affixed  to  packagt»s  sent  by  common  carriers  from  seller  to  buyer,  to  mean 
that  a  delivery  is  to  be  made  upon  payment  of  the  charges  due  th?  seller  for  the 
price,  and  the  earner  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods.  State  v.  Mofflt,  73  Me.  278. 
The  court  said  :  "  What  can  be  established  by  indisputable  proof  may  be  ac- 
knowledged without  proof.  What  is  notorious  needs  no  proof.  1  Whart.  Ev. 
.^^  ittJO;  Best  Ev.  351."  That  as  a  general  rule,  trains  running  upon  a  railroad  art' 
run,  directed  and  controlled  by  the  owners  of  the  road.  Sjuth,etr.,  H.  Co.  v. 
PiIffrern,eQ  A}B..20!i ;  EmnMville,  etc.,  v.  Smith,  05  Ind.  92,  .\n  the  laws  of  the 
State  ;  and  in  doing  so,  of  what  the  books  of  published  laws  contain,  of 
what  the  enrolled  bills  contain,  of  what  the  legislative  journals  contain,  and 
indeed  of  every  thing  that  is  allowed  to  affect  the  validity  or  meaning  of  any 
law  io  any  respect  whatever.  IHtixion  of  Howard  V.o.,  15  Kans.  194  :  Mmnln 
V.  ^att,  48  Ala.  115. 

In  Paine  v.  Schenectady  I nttu ranee  Co.,  11  H.  1.  411,  it  was  held,  that   '  in  legal 
proceedings  in  Rhode  Island,  when  the  judp:m«*nt  of  a  court  of  a  sister  St4ite  is 
impleaded,  the  Rhode  Island  court  will  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  laws  of 
sach  State.*'     Durfee,  C.   J.,  said:   •*The  first  que.stion   is,   whether  we  can 
take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  law  of  New  York,  or  must  presume  it  to   Ik* 
the  same  as  ours  until  it  is  shown  by  averftient  and   proof  to  lie  different. 
The  decisions  upon  this  point  are  conflicting,  but  we  think  the  decision  of  the 
Saprt^nie    Court  of  Pennsylvania,  in   Slate  of  Ohio  v.  Ilinchman,  27  Penn.  St. 
479.  rests  upon  the  lietter  reason.    *  The  court  there  held  that  when  tlie  judjL'- 
nient   impleaded  is  the  judgment  of  a  sister  State,  the  court  will    notice  r.r 
4fffirio  the  law  of  the  State  in  which   it  was  rendered.     The  reason  given  for 
this  is.  that  in  such  a  case  the  court  acts  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  tlie 
United  States,  which   require  that  the   judgment  shall  have  in  every  Slate 
tlie  same  faith  and  credit  which  it  has  ip  the   State  where  it   was  originally 
rendered.     In  such  a  case,  it  was  said,  the  decision  of  the  State  court  is  re-ex- 
aminable  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  which  will  without  aver- 
ment or   proof  take  cognizance  of  th<»  law  of  the  State  in   which  the  record 
originates.      *  It-  would  be  very  imperfect  and  discordant  administration.'  it 
was  farther  said.  '  for  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  to  adopt  one  rule  of 
decision,  while  the  court  of  final  resort  was  governed  by  another  ;  and  hence 
it  follows,  that  in   questions  of  this  sort,  we  should  take  notice  of  the  Ux-al 
WwB  of  a  sister  State  in  the  same  manner  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


204 TEXAS, 

Temple  v.  State. 


States  would  do  on  a  writ  of  error  to  our  judgment.'  See  also  Baxley  v.  Linah, 
16  Penn.  St.  241  ;  Roe  v.  ffiUbert,  17  111.  572,  578  ;  ButcJier  v.  Bank  ofBraunis- 
inlle,  2  Kans.  70 ;  2  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  648,  et  seq.  We  think  the  reasoning  is 
.sound,  and  that  it  is  not  satisfactorily  met  by  courts  which  adopt  a  different 
view  Bapev.  Jleatou,  9  Wis.  328,  341."  Of  the  days  of  the  week  on  which 
particular  days  of  the  month  fall,  Phila.,  etc.,  B.  Co.  v.  Lehvmii,  56  Md.  209  ; 
Mcintosh  V.  Lee,  57  Iowa,  356.  That  a  judgment  appeaUnl  from  was  rendered 
on  a  day  of  general  election.  Bice  v.  Mend,  22  How.  Pr.  445 :  Wis  v.  Red- 
(fm,  12  Kans.  306.  Of  the  meaning  of  current  phrases  which  everybody 
rise  understands.  As  that  the  "  Beecher  business,"  printed  of  a  clergy- 
man implies  a  charge  of  adultery.  Bailey  \.  Kalamazoo  Pub.  Co,,  40  Mich. 
251.  That  whiskey  is  an  intoxicating  liquor,  and  therefore  an  indictment 
for  the  unlawful  sale  of  "spirituous  liquor,  commonly  called  whiskey." 
is  sufficient,  without  an  averment  that  the  whiskey  sold  was  intoxicating 
liquor.  Scldirhi  v.  Slate,  56  Ind.  174;  Egan  v.  State,  53  id.  162.  That  "  beer  " 
is  intoxicating.  Briffit  v.  State,  46  Am.  Kep.  621  ;  State  v.  Jenkins,  32  Kans. 
477.  That  *  *  lager  beer,"  commonly  used  as  a  beverage  throughout  the  country, 
is  a  malt  liquor.  Watson  v.  State,  55  Ala.  158  ;  State  v.  Goyette,  11  R.  I.  592. 
Of  the  meaning  of  the  words  **  malt  liquor,"  as  used  in  a  penal  statute,  and 
may  in  a  proper  case  give  its  definition  in  charge  to  the  jury  ;  but  it  will  also 
take  judicial  notice  that  "Webster's  Unabridged  Dictionary."  is  a  standard 
authority  as  to  the  meaning  of  English  words,  and  may  permit  his  definition 
of  those  words  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury.  Adlerv.  State.  55  Ala.  16. 
Of  the  general  course  of  business  in  a  community,  including  the  universal  prac 
tice  of  banks.  Merchants  NaL  Bk.  v.  Hall,  83  N.  Y.  338  ;  s.  c,  38  Am.  Rep. 
4:)8  :  Bronsonx.  Wimaji.  lOBarb.  406:  affirmed,  8  X.  Y.  182.  So  of  the  mercan- 
tile custom  of  nmtual  credits.  Cameron  v.  Blackman,  39  Mich.  108.  Present 
methods  of  doing  business.  Gregory  v.  Wendell,  39  Mich.  337.  That  the 
railroads  of  the  country  conduct  inspections  under  a  system  which  all  persons 
so  employed  as  to  be  intere.sted  are  presumed  to  understand.  Smith  v.  Flinty 
etc.,  B.  Co.,  46  Mich.  258. 

The  system  of  checking  baggage  by  railroad  companies,  and  of  the  general 
practice  in  case  of  through  passengers  having  tickets  for  an  entire  route  over 
roads  owned  and  operated  by  separate  but  connecting  lines,  for  the  first  com- 
pany to  check  the  baggage  to  its  final  destination,  and  to  deliver  it  at  the  end 
of  the  rout«  to  the  next  succeeding  carrier,  and  so  on  until  it  reaches  the  pos- 
session of  the  last  carrier.  Isaacson  v.  N.  T.  Cent.,  etc.,  B.  Co.,  94  X.  Y.  278; 
s.  c,  46  Am.  Rep.  143.-  Of  the  nature  of  the  business  and  office  of  mercantile 
agencies.  Eaton  v.  Arery,  83.  X.  Y.  31;  s.  c,  38  Am.  Rep.  391;  Macullar  v. 
McKiuley,  49  X.  Y.  Supr.  5.  Of  changes  in  the  course  of  business  and  of  new 
])roc^sses  of  practical  utility  in  facilitating  trade,  and  will  consider  such  inno- 
vations in  adjusting  the  rights  of  parties.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Chicago  Ele. 
B.  Co. ,  5  Mo.  App.  347.  That  gold  coin  is  no  longer  used  as  money  but  has  be- 
come an  article  of  merchandise  and  traffic.  United  States  v.  American  Gold  Coin, 
1  Woolw.  217.  The  value  of  American  gold  and  silver  coin,  and  of  *'  national 
currency"  notes,  being  fixed  by  law,  no  proof  of  their  value  is  necessary  to 
sustain  a  conviction  for  their  larceny.     Grant  v.  State,  55  Ala.  201.     Of  the 
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coarse  of  the  seasons  and  of  husbandry,  and  that  the  use  and  occupation  of  a 
farm  in  this  State  during  six  months,  including  the  whole  of  the  cropping 
feason  of  the  year,  is  worth  more  than  such  use  and  occupation  during  the  re- 
mainder of  such  year,  lloss  v.  Boswell^  60  Ind.  235.  'f  bat  a  mortgage  rnadt* 
in  Janaarj  upon  a  cotton  crop  is  upon  a  crop  not  yet  In  being.  Tomlinson  v. 
Oreenfield,  31  Ark.  5."}7.  Of  the  existence  of  the  civil  war  between  the  States. 
S^finnertan  v.  Columbian  Jna.  Co.,  87  N.  Y.  174;  Cuyler  y.  FcrrUl,  1  Abb.  (T. 
8.)  169.  And  that  it  terminated  prior  to  June  1,  1865.  Tu}-aer  v.  Patton,  4« 
.\la.  406.  In  determining  whether  a  testamentary  trustee  acted  in  good  faith. 
and  with  reasonable  diligence  and  prudence,  in  the  investment  and  use  of 
trust  funds  during  the  late  war,  where  the  will  iuii>osed  upon  him  the  duty  of 
making  investments  which  would  pay  interest  or  dividends,  the  courts  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  disturbed  condition  of  the  country  during  that  period. 
the  scarcity  of  stocks  and  public  securities,  the  fluctuating  values  of  property 
of  every  kind,  and  the  consequent  difficulty  of  making  safe  and  productive 
investments.  Foscue  v.  Lyon^  55  Ala.  440.  Of  Sherman's  march  to  the  sea. 
44  (ia.  302;  WUliaTM  v.  StaU,  67  id.  260.  That  the  United  States  were  the  pro- 
prietors of  land  granted  by  them  to  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  that  such  grant 
was  made,  and  of  the  location  of  such  land.  Smith  v.  Stevens,  82  111.  554. 
Cong^iessional  surveys  of  lands, under  the  various  acts  of  Congress.  Murphy  v. 
Hendricks,  57  Ind.  593;  Gardner  v.  Eberlutrdt,  82  111.  316.  And  also  of 
blocks  and  lots  in  towns  and  cities,  and  where  a  debtor  has  a  dwelling  upon  any 
forty-acre  tract,  or  on  any  town  or  city  lot,  which,  with  the  buildings  thereon, 
clearly  exceeds  in  value  $1,000,  the  law  regards  such  forty  acres  or  such  town 
or  city  lot  as  *•  the  lot  of  ground  by  him  occupied  as  a  residence,"  and  his 
exemption  is  confined  to  such  tract  or  lot,  and  the  sheriff  may  levy  on 
and  sell  any  adjacent  tract  or  lot  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury. 
Gardner  v.  Eberhart,  82  III.  310:  Gooding  v.  Morgan,  70  id.  275.  In  coq- 
Ktruing  and  ascertaining  the  location  and  boundaries  of  an  ancient  French 
grant  of  lands,  made  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  years  ago,  the  names  of 
all  the  places  and  natural  objects  mentioned  (except  Fowl  river)  being  now 
unknown,  the  court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  general  geography  of  the 
country  al">out  the  mouth  of  that  river,[and  also  of  the  historical  fact,  stated  by 
Bancroft  and  Pickett,  that  Dauphin  island  was  anciently  called  Massacre 
island.      Trenier  v.  Stewart,  55  Ala.  458. 

In  People  v.  8nyde7\  41  N.  Y.  897,  it  was  held  that,  "  The  courts  of  this 
State  will  take  judicial  notice  that  the  western  portion  of  the  territory  of  this 
State  was  by  its  own  act  ceded  to  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  by  the  latter 
conveyed  to  certain  parties,  who  afterward,  under  the  proper  authority  of  both 
States  and  of  the  nation,  extinguished  the  title  of  the  Indians  to  it."  The 
bankrupt  act  and  its  operation.  Morris  v.  Davidson,  47  Ga,  861;  Mims  v. 
^wartz,  37  Tex.  13.  Of  the  statutes  relating  to  internal  revenue.  Kessel  v. 
Alberts,  56  Barb.  362;  Brown  v.  Piper,  91  U.  S.  37.  That  the  territory 
of  the  United  States  is,  for  the  purposes  of  internal  revenue,  divided  into  col- 
lection districts,  with  defined  geog^phical  boundaries.  United  States  v.  Jack- 
$f>n,  104  U.  S.  41.  The  courts  of  the  United  States  will  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  public  statutes  of  the  several  States.     Elwood  v.  Flannigan,  104  U.  S.  562; 
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Smith  V.  TaUapoona  Co.,  2  Woods,  574.  An  act  of  the  legislature  which  isde- 
chired  to  be  a  public  act,  and  which  expressly  recognizes  and  amends  a  prior  pri- 
vate law.  Latnlle  v.  Ptople,  6  Bradw.  (III.)  157.  Where  the  fact  of  navigability 
of  a  .stream  is  generally  known,  tlie  court  may  take  judicial  notice  thereof.  R*mh 
V.  Faust,  2:J  Am.  Kep.  655;  WoiMl  v.  FowUr,  40  id.  330.  That  a  box  freight  c-ar 
standing  at  a  railway  and  highway  crossing  will  not  frighten  horses  of  ordi- 
nary gentleness.  GUhrt  v.  Flint,  etc,  R.  Co.,  47  Am.  Rep.  592.  The  art  of 
photography.  Lake  v.  (^aUwnu,  52  Ala.  115.  The  Xorthampton  tables. 
Dnma  v.  Standlsh,  26  ffun,  608.  The  almanac.  Prnptr  v.  Cher  Kee,  61  Cnl. 
404. 

What  ioiU  not  be  rwUced  judieiaUy.  —  A  State  court  will  not  take  judicial 
noiifc  of  proceedings  in  the  Federal  courts.  Haher  v.  Klaitberg,  3  Mo.  App.  342. 
That  the  law  of  another  State  differs  from  our  own.  Phenix  Ins.  Co,  v.  Churdi, 
HI  X.  Y.  218,  227-8;  s.  c.  37  Am.  Rep.  494.  The  statutes  of  a  sister  State. 
Jluntv.  Johnson,  4  .\m.  Rep.  631  ;  Ilolmfs  v.  Broughton,\0  Wend.  75;  State  v. 
}faif  Ijooke,  7  0reg.  54;  Hoherts  v.  Marley,  80  Ind.  185;  NeeAte  v.  Farmers*  Ivs. 
Co.,  55  Iowa,  604;  Chapuuin  v.  dtUe.y,  47  Mich.  46;  Shed  v.  Augustine^  14Kans. 
282.  But  see  in  Tennessee  under  the  code.  Hobbs  v.  Memphis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  9 
Heisk.  373.  Xorof  a  foreign  .countrj-.  Monroe  v.  Doiiybiss,  5  N.  Y.  447.  The 
law  of  France  ujwn  the  subject  of  days  of  grace  on  commercial  paper.  DoUfits 
V  Frimrh,  I  Den.  367.  What  are  the  rights  and  disabilities  of  infants,  or  when 
infancy  ceases  by  the  provincial  law  of  Jamaica.  TJiompson  v.  KeteJuim,  8 
Johns.  189.  Special  or  private  acts.  HaUes  v.  State,  9  Tex,  App.  170  ; 
Droad  Street  Hotel  Co.  v.  Weaver,  57  Ala.  26;  Atc/ieson.  etc..  R.  Co.  v.  Black- 
thin,  10  Kans  477 ;  Workingmen^s  Bank  v.  Converse,  33  La.  Ann.  963- 
l*«x'al  customs  concerning  water  rights.  lA'icis  v.  McClure,  8  Oreg.  273. 
Tho.se  of  mining  districts.  Sullivan  v.  Henn,  2  Col.  424.  That  a  town  is  in 
H*  given  county,  unles*?  there  1m*  a  .statute  recognizing  such  location.  Boston 
v.  S^ate,  32  Am.  Rep.  575  ;  IToffmau  v.  State,  12  Tex.  App.  406.  But  see 
Clayton  v.  May,  67  (Ja.  769.  City  ordinances.  City  of  Nmo  Orleans  v.  LdbaU, 
:W  La.  Ann.  107;  Chicago,  He.,  R.  Co.  v.  Klanber.  9  Bradw.  (111.)  613;  Por- 
ter V.   Waring,  69  X.  Y.  250. 

In  Tomi  of  Butler  v.  Rttbinson,  75  Mo.  192,  the  court  said  :  '*  C!ourts  cannot 
take  judicial  cognizance  of  charters  incorporating  towns,  as  they  may  do 
of  public  statutes.  1  Groenl.  Ev.,  ^5^479,480.  It  is  only  where  an  act  of 
incorporation  is  declared  to  l>e  a  public  act  that  courts  will  judicially  notice  it, 
as  they  will  statuttrs  of  a  public  nature.     Bmcie  v.  Kansas  City,  51  Mo.  454." 

That  a  particular  town  or  city  has  availed  itself  of  the  privileges  of  a  gen- 
♦  ral  act  of  incorporation.  City  of  Hopkins  v.  Kansas,  etc..  R.  Co.,  79  Mo.  98. 
Orders  issued  by  a  commander  in  the  exercise  of  military  authority.  Burke 
V.  Mittenberger.  19  Wall.  519.  A  bank  cliarter.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  etc.,  v.  Gruber, 
30  Am.  Rep.  378  ;  MandU'  v.  BoaHgnore,  etc..  Savings  Batik,  28  La.  Ann.  415. 
Contra,  Terry  v.  Merehunt^.  ete..  Bank,  66  Ga.  177.  That  a  bank  located  in  a 
sister  State  is  insolvent.  Market  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pacific  Nat.  Bank.  Cxitpo- 
rate  regulations.  Harker  v.  Mayoi',  etc.,  17  Wend.  199.  Unle.ss  they  are 
rules  or  usages  of  trade  and  commerce  which  would  be  recognized  without 
their  adoption  by  any  particular  board  or  association.     Goldsmith  v.  Sawyer, 
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46  Cal.  309.  Of  general  organization  and  administration  of  the  Methodist 
Elpisoopal  Church,  SarahcLsn  v.  Armstrong,  16  Eans.  192.  The  character  of 
a  small  stream  not  found  on  the  general  maps  of  the  State,  nor  in  any  general 
hiHtory  of  the  country,  nor  defined  in  any  public  statute.  People  v.  Allen,  42 
X.  V.  878.  Whether  land  located  under  scrip  is  in  a  lake  which  is  a  navigable 
IwkIv  of  water  aud  heuce  not  subject  to  location.  WUcttx  v.  Jackson,  111. 
261.  A  railroad  charter.  Perri/  v.  K  0.  R.  Co.,  55  Ala.  414.  That  a  railroad 
•■ompany.  in  locating  its  road  between  two  given  points  will  not  run  the  same 
to,  <»r  rn*ar  certain  other  places  from  which  it  receives,  subscriptions  of 
>»tock.  PkiUi]Hi  V.  Jotru  of  Albany,  2S  Wis.  840.  How  long  it  will  take  an 
«TXpresH  company  to  carry  a  sum  of  money  from  one  city  to  another.  Hicf 
V.  Montgomery,  4  Hiss.  75.  The  locality  of  streets  and  avenues  and  their 
termini,  and  numbers  of  the  houses  situate  thereon.  People  v.  Cattalutn,  28 
llun,  579;  s.  c,  60  How.  Pr.  873;  Allen  v.  ScharringJiausen,  8  Mo.  App. 
■229.  Of  the  prf)i>er  orthography  or  pronunciation  of  names  in  the  Polish 
lang-ua^.  i^tats  v.  Johnson,  26  Minn.  816.  That  kerosene  is  a  refined  coal 
oil,  or  that  it  is  a  refined  earth  oil.  Jit  mutt  v.  North  British,  etc.,  Im.  Co., 
<  Daly.  471  ;  affinued.  ^l  N.  ""i'.  *,7i>.  An  indictment  for  unlawfully  selling 
'*  malt  liquor**  is  insufficient,  as  the  courto  of  this  State  cannot  judicially  say 
That  all  malt  liquors  are  intoxicating.  Shaw  v.  State,  56  Ind.  188.  That 
-  la^er  beer"  belongs  to  the  prohibited  character  or  class  of  liquors  designated 
in  a  statute  as  *'  beer."     People  v.  Hart,  24  How.  Pr.  289. 


Alonzo  v.  State, 

(16  Tex.  Ct.  App.  378.) 

Oriminal  law  — former  acquittal  —  adulter^. 

Od  a  pro0ecution  for  adultery  the  former  acquittal  of  the  co-defendant  cannot 

be  pleaded  in  bar. 


0 


>(ONVICTI0N  of  jwiultery.     The  opinion  states  the  point 


S7iow4Mer  £  MicholHon,  for  appellant. 

J,  H.    Buris,  assistant  attorney-general,  for  State. 

WiLL-BOK,  J.  Defendant  and  one  Lydia  Huberick  were  jointly 
charged  by  information  with  living  together  in  adultery,  defendant 
being  an  married,  and  said  Lydia  being  a  married  woman.  Lydia 
Huberick  severed  from  her  co-defendant  upon  the  trial  and  wiis 
tried  first,  the  trial  resulting  in  her  acquittal.  When  defendant's 
case   was   subsequently  called  for  trial  he  filed  a  special  plea  of 
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former  acquittal,  in  substance  setting  forth  that  the  information 
charged  a  joint  offense  against  Lydia  and  himself ;  that  they  were 
charged  with  adultery  with  each  other;  that  a  severance  was 
granted  ;  that  Lydia  had  been  tried  and  acquitted  for  said  offense; 
and  that  her  acquittal  in  law  operated  as  an  acquittal  also  of  him- 
self of  the  said  charge.  On  motion  of  the  county  attorney  this 
plea  was  striken  out,  and  this  action  of  the  court  is  jissigned  jis 
error. 

In  North  Carolina  it  has  been  held  that  ''after  the  acquittal  of 
one  of  the  defendants  (in  a  joint  charge  of  adultery),  there  could 
be  no  judgment  against  the  other.  The  crime  charged  on  these 
persons  could  not  be  committed  but  by  both  of  them  ;  and  upon  a 
verdict  that  one  of  them  was  not  guilty,. it  appears  conclusively 
that  the  other  could  not  be.  It  is  exactly  like  the  case  of  riots, 
conspiracies,  and  principal  and  accessory  which  we  find  in  the 
books.  The  farthest  the  courts  have  gone  is  to  allow  one  of  the 
parties  to  be  tried  by  himself  and  convicted,  and  then  judgment  is 
given  against  that  party  because  as  to  him  the  guilt  of  the  other 
party  is  found  as  well  as  his  own.  But  when  the  one  has  been  pre- 
viously tricid  and  acquitted,  or  when  both  are  tried  together  and 
the  verdict  is  for  one,  the  other  cannot  bo  found  guilty,  for  he  can- 
not be  guilty,  since  a  joint  act  is  indispensable  to  the  crime  in  either, 
and  the  record  affirms  that  there  was  no  such  joint  act."  State  v. 
Mai  nor,  G  Ired.  .'UO  ;  State  v.  ParhaiUy  5  Jones,  416. 

We  cannot  give  our  assent  to  the  doctrine  of  the  above  cited 
cases,  nor  to  the  reasoning  upon  which  the  same  are  founded. 
We  think  the  reasoning  of  these  decisions  is  bsised  upon  false 
premises  and  is  fallacious.  While  it  is  true  that  to  constitute 
adultery,  there  must  be  a  joint  physical  act,  it  is  certainly  not  true 
that  there  must  be  a  joint  criminal  intent.  The  bodies  must  con- 
cur in  the  act  but  the  minds  may  not.  While  the  criminal  intent 
may  exist  in  the  mind  of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  physical  act, 
there  may  be  no  such  intent  in  the  mind  of  the  other  party.  One 
may  be  guilty,  the  other  innocent,  and  yet  the  joint  physical  act 
necessary  to  constitute  adultery  may  be  complete.  Thus  if  one  of 
the  parties  was,  at  the  time  of  committing  the  physical  act,  insane, 
certainly  such  party  has  committed  no  crime  ;  but  it  certainly  can- 
not be  contended  that  the  other  party,  who  was  sane,  has  commit- 
ted no  crime.  So  if  one  of  the  parties  was  mistaken  as  to  a 
matter  of  fact,  after  exercising  due  care  to  ascertam  the  truth  in 
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relation  to  such  fact,  which  fact,  had  it  been  trae,  woald  have  ren- 
dered the  alleged  criminal  act  legal  and  innocent,  the  party  so  act- 
ing under  such  mistake  of  fact  would  be  innocent  of  crime.  Penal 
Code,  art  15 ;  Waiaon  v.  StatSy  13  Tex.  Ct.  App.  76.  But  sup- 
pose the  other  party  was  not  mistaken  as  to  such  fact,  but  on  the 
contrary,  well  knew  the  true  fact  which  rendered  the  connection 
illicit,  would  this  party  be  regarded  as  guilty  of  no  offense  because 
the  mistaken  party  was  innocent  ? 

If  the  North  Carolina  rule  is  correct,  it  must  apply  also  to  forni- 
cation, bigamy  and  incest.  Now  suppose  a  father  and  his  daughter 
are  indicted  for  incestuous  intercourse  with  each  other.  Upon 
trial  of  the  daughter  it  is  conclusively  proved  that  at  the  time  of 
committing  the  physical  act  she  was  an  idiot,  or  that  she  was 
wholly  ignorant  of  the  relationship  existing  between  herself  and  her 
father,  without  any  fault  of  hers;  of  course  in  either  of  these  cases 
she  most  be  acquitted.  Would  it  not  be  monstrous  to  hold  that 
because  of  her  innocence,  her  acquittal,  the  beastly  father  must  go 
unpunished  for  his  unnatural  crime?  Such  cannot  be  the  law,  and 
such,  we  believe,  is  not  the  law  as  declared  by  the  weight  of  au- 
thority. 

In  Missouri,  it  has  been  held,  in  a  case  of  incest  where  one  party 
had  knowledge  of  the  relationship  and  the  other  was  ignorant  of  it, 
that  the  former  may  be  convicted  and  the  latter  acquitted.  •  State 
V.  EUis,  74  Mo.  385;  s.  c,  41  Am.  Eep.  321. 

In  Tennessee,  a  question  similar  to  the  one  at  bar  was  decided 
adversely  to  the  doctrine  enunciated  in  the  North  Carolina  cases 
referred  to.  As  the  opinion  is  very  short  and  pointed,  we  will 
quote  it  at  length.  It  is  as  follows  :  ''  Defendant  and  a  woman 
named  Green  were  jointly  indicted  for  open  and  notorious  lewdness. 
The  parties  severed  for  trial,  and  the  woman  was  acquitted.  A 
plea  was  filed  in  bar  to  the  further  prosecution  on  the  part  of  de- 
fendant on  the  ground  that  the  acquittal  of  the  woman  operated  as 
equivalent  to  an  acquittal  of  the  man,  as  the  offense  could  only  be 
committed  by  two  persons.  The  plea  was  demurred  to,  but  the 
demurrer  was  overruled.  The  attorney-general  declining  to  take 
issue  on  the  plea,  the  defendant  was  discharged  and  the  State  ap- 
pealed. We  think  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  sustain  the  de- 
murrer. The  State  might  fail  to  be  able  to  make  proof  of  the 
offense  in  the  trial  of  one  party  from  many  causes,  yet  might  be 
able  to  make  proof  on  the  trial  of  the  other.  We  so  held  at  Nash- 
VoL.  XLIX  — 27 
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ville  some  time  since,  and  approve  the  holding.  The  acquittal  of 
one  could  not  show  the  other  not  guilty."  Siaie  v.  CcUdweU^  8 
Baxt.  576. 

Mr.  Wharton  says  :  '*  The  weight  of  authority  is  that  the  two 
participants  in  adultery  may  be  joined  in  the  indictment,  or  may 
be  tried  singly.  And  one  may  be  convicted  and  punished  without 
any  conviction  of  the  other."  %  Whart.  Cr.  Law,  §  1730.  Again 
this  same  author  says  :  *'  In  other  joint  offenses  it  is  necessarj'  Xo 
prove  the  concurrence  of  the  participants.  This  however  is  not 
necessarily  the  case  in  adultery,  of  which  a  person  may  be  guilty 
who  commits  the  offense  by  force."  2  Whart.  Cr.  Law,  §  1724. 
See  also  State  v.  Saunders,  30  Iowa,  582. 

Mr.  Bishop  says:  ''As  every  offense  to  be  punishable  must  be 
voluntary,  so  in  particular  must  be  adultery.  But  alike  in  adultery, 
and  it  is  believed  in  fornication  and  incest,  where  the  crime  con- 
sists of  one's  unlawful  carnal  knowledge  of  another,  it  is  immaterial 
wheciier  tiie  others  participated  under  circumstances  to  incur  guilt 
or  nou,  just  as  sodomy  may  bc' committed  with  a  responsible  human 
being,  or  aa  irresponsible  one,  or  a  beast.  Therefore  the  same  act 
of  penetrating  a  woman,  who  for  example  is  too  drunk  to  give  con- 
sent, may  be  prosecuted  either  as  a  rape,  or  as  adultery  at  the  elec- 
tion of  the  prosecuting  power.  There  are  cases  which  deny  this, 
and  ht)ld  that  adultery,  fornification  and  incest  can  be  committed 
only  with  consenting  persons,  and  what  is  rape  cannot  be  one  of  the 
otiiers.  But  they  are  believed  to  proceed  partly,  and  perhaps 
entirely,  on  special  terms  of  statutes.  Certainly  in  principle  they 
can  have  no  other  just  foundation."     Bish.  Stat.  Crimes,  §  660 

But  independently  of  other  authorities,  we  think  the  provisions 
of  our  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  are  decisive  of  this  question. 
Article  525  provides  that  the  only  special  pleas  allowed  a  defendant 
are,  first,  a  plea  of  former  conviction,  and  second,  "that  he  has 
been  before  acquitted  by  a  jury,  of  the  accusation  against  him,  in  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  whether  the  acquittal  was  regular 
or  irregular."  Xow  how  can  it  be  said  that  this  defendant  has 
been  acquitted  upon  an  accusation  upon  which  he  has  never  been 
tried?  We  cannot  perceive  the  applicability  of  a  plea  of  former 
acquittal  in  such  a  case. 

Again  article  717  provides:  "Where  several  defendants  are 
tried  together,  the  jury  may  convict  such  of  the  defendants  as  they 
deem  guilty,  and  acquit  others."     No  exception  is   made  to  the 
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operation  of  this  proyision  in  the  case  of  a  trial  for  adultery,  or  in 
any  other  case.  Suppose  the  defendants  in  this  case,  being  jointly 
indicted,  had  been  jointly  tried,  and  one  of  them  had  been  acquit- 
ted, and  the  other  convicted,  would  not  such  a  verdict  have  been 
expressly  authorized  by  the  last  quoted  article  of  the  Code?  We 
think  so,  and  being  so  warranted,  the  court  could  not  have  declined 
to  pronounce  the  judgment  of  conviction. 

We  therefor^  hold  ^|iat  the  court  did  not  err;  in'  sustaining  the 
motion  of  the  county  attorney  to  strike  out  the  special  plea  of 
former  acquittal  filed  by  the  defendant.  The  acquittal  of  his  co- 
defendant  could  in  no  manner  a^^ect  the  question  of  his  guilt  or 
innocence,  and  the  case  must  be  considered  without  reference  to 
such  former  acquittal  of  his  co-defendant. 
[Omitting  other  matters.] 

Because  of  the  errors  .we  have  designated,  the  judgment  is  re- 
versed and  the  cause  is  remanded. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 
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LiBBKE  T.  EKAPP. 

(70MO.JB1) 

OorptfraUon — eontreiet — uUra  vire$. 

A  oontract  by  a  corporation  organized  to  build  a  public  bridge,  with  the  pro- 
prietor of  a  newspaper,  to  give  him  stock  of  the  company  in  consideration  of 
his  publishing  articles  favoring  the  enterprise  and  showing  the  value  of  it 
as  an  investment,  is  valid. 


T 


HE  opinion  states  the  case. 

Geo.  M.  Stewart  and  J.  H.  Wiettng,  for  appellants. 
Glover  &  Shepleyy  for  respondents. 


Sherwood^  J.  The  plaintiffs^  under  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute^ moved  the  Circuit  Court  that  execution  issue  against  the  de- 
fendants, claiming  that  the  latter  were  the  holders  of  certain  shares 
of  unpaid  stock  in  the  Illinois  and  St.  Louis  Bridge  Company. 

The  contract  made  with  the  bridge  company,  as  evidenced  by  a 
communication  addressed  by  John  Enapp  to  C.  K.  Dickson,  presi- 
dent of  that  company,  and  his  reply  thereto,  is  set  forth  in  the 
following  letters,  both  bearing  date  September  30.  1867: 
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John  Knapp  to  C.  K.  Dickson,  president  of  the  hhdge  company: 

^^  I  am  desirous  of  becoming  an  associate  in  the  bndge  company, 
and  hereby  authorize  you  to  propose  my  name  for  that  purpose,  and 
if  elected  will  take  $20,000  of  stock  of  said  company." 

On  the  same  day  C.  K.  Dickson,  as  president,  addressed  the  fol- 
lowing  letter  to  John  Knapp: 

"  This  is  to  certify  that  your  proposition  to  subscribe  for  $20,000 
of  the  stock  of  the  bridge  company  is  made  with  the  express  un- 
derstanding that  the  first  $5,000  of  said  subscription  is  to  be  deemed 
as  paid  in  full  by  you.  When  a  call  is  made  on  the  stockholders 
beyond  $5,000  or  twenty-five  per  cent  of  their  subscription,  you 
vill  be  expected  to  pay  such  calls,  or  to  notify  me  of  your  decision 
to  limit  your  subscription  to  $5,000,  instead  of  $20,000,  when  your 
interest  in  the  company  will  be  limited  to  that  sum,  which  will  be 
deemed  full  paid  stock." 

The  subscription  thus  made  was  subsequently  enlarged  to  $25,000 
and  transferred  to  the  joint  names  of  the  defendants.  All  of  the 
amount  thus  subscribed  was  paid  on  calls  from  time  to  time,  except 
the  $5,000,  for  which  a  credit  was  duly  given  and  entered  on  the 
books  of  the  company,  after  the  services  for  which  the  credit  was 
allowed  had  been  rendered. 

The  Circuit  Court  on  hearing  the  evidence  adduced,  found  for 
the  defendants,  thereby  determining  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  pay- 
ment of  the  $5,000  had  been  made ;  and  as  no  declarations  of  law 
were  asked  on  either  side,  no  law  point  has  been  saved,  so  that  the 
only  question  the  record  presents  is  whether  there  is  any  substan- 
tial testimony  in  the  evidence  to  establish  the  payment  claimed  by 
the  defendants  to  have  been  made. 

The  authorities  are  not  m  entire  accord  as  to  whether  the  pay- 
ment of  a  stock  subscription  can  be  made  in  any  thing  else  than 
money,  some  holding  one  way  and  some  the  other.  But  the  class 
of  authorities  which  declare  that  a  subscription  may  be  paid 
otlierwise  than  in  money,  we  regard  as  asserting  a  more  reasonable 
doctrine,  a  doctrine  better  adapted  to  the  practical  affairs  of  busi- 
ness life.  Regarding  the  matter  then  m  this  light,  we  shall  rule 
that  payment  of  stock  subscriptions  need  not  be  in  cash,  but  may 
be  in  whatever,  considering  the  situation  of  the  corporation,  rep- 
resents to  that  corporation  a  fair,  jast,  lawful  and  needed  equiva- 
lent for  the  money  subscribed.  Any  other  doctrine  than  this  would, 
as  it  aeems  to  us,'  place  a  corporation  at  a  disadvantage,  under  a  dis- 
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ability  not  contemplated  by  the  law  and  under  which  a  natural  per- 
son does  not  labor.  Besides  a  corporation,  unless  prohibited  by 
statutory  provisions,  has  a  general  capacity  of  contracting  which  the 
common  law  concedes  to  every  one  oi^dinarily  com[)etent  to  enter 
into  binding  engagements.  BaiU  v.  Ins.  Co,,  73  Mo.  371,  and  cases 
(tited. 

The  services  to  be  rendered  by  the  defendants  were  to  consist  of 
sUitistical  articles,  communications,  etc.,  to  be  furnished  by  the 
friends  of  the  bridge  to  be  published  from  time  to  time  in  the 
Missouri  Republican,  and  were  similar  in  character  to  those  other 
persons  pay  for.  These  articles  were  furnished  and  published  to 
the  full  extent  of  the  credit  entered  on  the  books  of  the  bridge  com- 
pany,  and  the  testimony  tends  to  show  that  the  value  of  the  services 
rendered,  and  of  the  privileges  thus  afforded  in  the  Republican,  were 
even  greater  than  the  amount  charged  aud  agreed  to  be  paid  pnor 
to  the  services  performed.  The  objection  is  given  that  no  data 
were  given  as  to  the  precise  value  of  the  services  rendered  and  of 
the  privileges  afforded.  This  objection  is  more  specious  than  sound. 
In  the  very  nature  of  things  it  would  be  impossible  to  tell  with  jiny 
degree  of  accuracy  just  how  much  in  dollars  and  cents  each  day's 
publication  of  articles,  statistical  and  otherwise,  as  well  as  communi- 
cations would  be  worth  ;  and  more  than  all,  to  tell  beforehand  just 
how  long  such  publications  would  be  required.  Let  us,  as  we  law- 
fully may,  look  at  the  surroundings  of  the  parties  at  the  time  the 
contract  complained  of  was  made,  and  thus  determine  if  it  was  such 
a  one  as  the  law  will  sanction.  A  great  public  enterprise  was 
afoot,  no  less  than  the  spanning  of  the  Mississippi  river  with  a  bridge 
connecting  two  States  and  affording  easy,  rapid  and  uninterrupted 
transit  for  the  travel  and  commerce  between  them  as  well  as  the  travel 
and  commerce  of  the  whole  country.  That  enterprise,  in  and  of  itself, 
was  in  every  respect  and  particular  legitimate  and  praiseworthy,  and 
had  previously  received  the  sanction  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  In  order  to  its  success  it  was  pre-eminently  necessary  that 
the  public  mind  should  be  awakened  and  informed,  touching  the 
magnitude  and  importance  of  the  undertaking,  and  of  the  prospect- 
ive benefits  to  be  derived  from  its  being  carried  into  successful 
execution.  Large  sums  of  money  were  necessary  to  be  raised  to 
bring  about  the  completion  of  the  bridge.  Large  sums  were  neces- 
sary to  be  raised  to  condemn  or  purchase  property  to  be  used  m  con- 
nection with  the  bridge  and  its  approaches.     The  means  chosen 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TEEM,  1883.  215 

Liebke  v   Knapp. 

by  the  company  it  would  seem  were  wisely  chosen,  and  were  doubt- 
less the  best  that  could  have  been  employed.  If  the  company  had 
seen  fit  to  issue  circulars  containing  facts,  statistics  and  arguments 
in  fayor  and  furtherance  of  the  enterprise,  no  doubt  it  seems  could 
have  arisen  as  to  the  lawfulness  of  such  a  method  of  making  known 
the  objects  and  benefits  of  the  contemplated  undertaking.  If  such 
a  method  be  considered  lawful  the  disbursement  of  the  funds 
necessary  to  pay  therefor  would  seem  to  follow  as  an  unavoidable 
sequence.  But  such  a  method  of  communication  would,  though 
lawful,  have  been  unusual,  while  that  employed  was  not  only  usual 
but  it  would  seem  the  most  practical  and  satisfactory  one  for  com- 
municating with  the  public.  It  is  true  that  the  contract  made  witli 
the  proprietors  of  the  Republican  may  be  termed  in  colloquial  lan- 
guage a  "  lumping  bargain,"  but  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  a  contract 
more  definite  and  particular  in  its  terms  could  well  have  been  made. 
Xothing  is  more  customary  than  for  a  client  to  contract  with  his 
attorney  to  give  him  such  a  sum  in  gross  for  his  services  to  be  ren- 
dered in  a  particular  case  or  during  a  certain  period  of  time.  Nothing 
is  more  customary  than  for  a  railroad  corporation  to  make  an  agree- 
ment with  a  contractor  for  digging  a  cut  or  making  a  fill,  agreeing 
to  remunerate  him  therefor  with  a  sum  in  gross.  If  such  bargains 
are  to  stand  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  one  now  under  considera- 
tion, though  occupying  the  same  footing,  should  be  seriously  called 
in  question. 

Nor  do  we  find  any  reason  for  holding  that  evidence  of  the  agree- 
ment that  defendants  were  to  pay  for  $5,000  of  the  stock  subscribed 
by  publications  of  the  character  mentioned  is  evidence  of  a  contem- 
poraneous parol  agreement,  varying  the  written  contract,  and 
therefore  inadmissible.  It  is  always  competent  to  show  by  parol 
the  circumstances  surrounding  the  parties  at  the  time  a  contract 
is  entered  into,  and  always  competent  to  show  in  like  manner  the 
consideration  of  that  contract  ;  and  this  without  infringing  the 
rule  prohibitory  of  the  introduction  of  evidence  touching  con- 
temporaneous oral  agreements.  The  consideration  of  the  con- 
tract evidenced  by  the  letters  was  not  expressed  therein,  and 
had  it  been  it  was  doubtless  competent  to  show  another  and  differ- 
ent consideration,  or  to  show  that  the  agreement,  though  made  for 
a  payment  in  money,  had  been  discharged  in  whole  or  in  part  in 
another  way.  It  is  always  competent  to  explain  or  contradict  the 
consideration  clause  even  in  a  deed,  such  clause  possessing  only  the 
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force  and  character  of  a  receipt.  Fontaine  v.  Boatmen's  Savings 
Institution,  57  Mo.  561 ;  Holhcher  v.  HollocJier,  62  id.  267;  Bath 
V.  Ins.  Co.y  supra.  Evidence  as  to  the  consideration  was  therefore, 
a  fortiori,  admissible  in  a  case  of  this  sort. 

If  our  conclusion  be  the  correct  one,  that  the  services  rendered  by 
the  defendants  in  the  manner  stated  were  a  valid  and  needed  equiva- 
lent for  the  amount  of  stock  which  the  defendants  acquired  thereby, 
that  amount  of  stock  cannot  be  regarded  as  stock  only  nominally 
paid  for,  but  in  point  of  fact,  and  in  point  of  law,  must  be  held  as 
'•  fully  paid-up  shares. "  In  the  language  of.  Lord  Justice  Giffobd 
in  Drummond's  case,  4  Oh.  App.  772  :  "  If  a  man  contracts  to  take 
shares  he  must  pay  for  them,  to  use  a  homely  phrase,  in  meal  or  in 
malt ;  he  must  either  pay  in  money  or  money's  worth  ;  if  he  pays 
in  one  or  the  other  that  will  be  a  satisfaction."  So  far  has  this 
theory  been  pushed  by  the  English  courts,  that  although  the  statute 
expressly  provided  that  **  every  share  in  every  company  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  have  been  issued  and  to  be  held  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  whole  amount  thereof  in  cash,  unless  the  same 
should  have  been  otherwise  determined  by  a  conti'act  duly  made  in 
writing  and  filed  with  the  register  of  joint-stock  companies  at  and 
before  the  issue  of  such  shares,"  still,  notwithstanding  this  statute, 
it  was  held  that  a  credit  by  the  company  to  a  shareholder  on  account 
of  a  conveyance  to  them  of  specific  property,  such  as  they  were 
authorized  to  purchase,  was  deemed  a  payment  in  cash.  Coates* 
case,  L.  R.,  17  Eq.,  169 ;  7  Eng.  Rep.  748  ;  Spargo's  case,  L.  R., 
8  Ch.  App.  407  ;  5  Eng.  Rep.  626.  And  the  conclusion  reached 
in  these  cases  rests  upon  the  common-sense  idea  that  the  stat- 
ute did  not  exact  of  the  company  the  barren  form,  the  idle  cere- 
mony, of  taking  a  check  from  the  share-holder  for  the  value  of 
his  stock  with  one  hand,  and  giving  him  simultaneously  with  the 
other  a  check  for  the  same  amount  with  the  property  which  they 
were  authorized  to  purchase  from  him.  FothergilVs  case,  L. 
R.,  8  Ch.  App.  270.  And  accordingly  it  was  ruled  by  those 
courts  that  in  a  proceeding  to  charge  a  share-holder  as  a  contribu- 
tory any  evidence  that  will  support  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction 
will  present  a  ^  jod  defense.  Spargo's  case,  supra.  This  doctrine 
of  the  English  courts  on  the  point  in  hand  has  been  recently  fully 
approved  and  followed  in  Maryland,  Brant  v.  Bhlen,  59  Md.  1, 
and  that  court  held  that  as  the  bill  in  that  State  did  not  seek  to  set 
:iside  the  sale  of  the  coal-liind  to  the  company  on  the  "ground  of 
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fraud,"  that  therefore  the  question  must  be  dealt  with  upon  llie 
assamption  that  the  sale  of  the  land  and  the  purchase  of  the  stock 
therefor  were  made  in  good  faith.  Mr.  Justice  Thompson,  after 
reriewing  the  whole  subject,  announces  a  similar  conclusion  :  "  A 
corporation  may  take  in  payment  of  its  shares  any  property  which 
it  may  lawfully  purchase.  Such  a  transaction  is  not  ultra  vires  or 
Toid,  but  is  valid  and  binding  on  the  original  share-takers  and  upon 
the  corporation,  unless  it  is  rescinded  or  set  aside  for  fraud.  While 
such  a  contract  stands  unimpeached,  the  courts  even  where  the  rights 
of  creditors  are  involved,  will  treat  that  as  a  payment  which  the 
parties  have  agreed  should  be  payment."  Thomp.  Stockholders, 
§  134.  In  this  case  confessedly  there  is  no  fraud  and  consequently 
that  element  is  out  of  view. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  contract  respecting  the  stock  which  was 
to  be  paid  for  in  the  manner  stated  was  altogether  inoperative  and 
Toid  in  law,  as  being  against  public  policy,  and  open,  upright  and  fair 
dealing.     We  have  attentively  considered  this  bmnch  of  the  case. 
The  evidence  indisputably  establishes  that  though  the  editorials  of 
the   Republican  favored  the  prosecution  of  the  enterprise  of  the 
building  of  the  bridge,  yet  that  no  charge  was  made  for  these  edi- 
torials.    It  would  seem  then  that  the  position  of  the  plaintiffs  goes 
so  far  as  this,  that  if  the  editors  and  proprietors  of  a  newspaper 
honestly  and  in  good  faith  favor  and  support  editorially  the  prose- 
cution of  a  great  public  work  eminently  beneficial  to  the  people  of 
the  immediate  vicinity,  and  indeed  of  the  whole  country,  a  work 
previously  sanctioned  by  governmental  authority,  this  ought   to 
and  does  render  void  any  contract  for  remuneration  for  the  publica- 
tion in  their  paper  of  such  articles  as  reading  matter  which  tend  to 
further  and  foster  that  work.     Such  a  position  we  regard  us  wholly 
untenable  and  these  are  our  reasons  therefor. 

This   case  in  all  its  circumstances  materially  differs  from  those 
cases  of  which  Fuller  v.  Dame,  18  Pick.  472,  is  the  type.     In  that 
case  Fuller,  the  plaintiff  and  stockholder  in  a  certain  railway  com- 
pany, by  reason  of  securing  the  location  of  the  depot  for  that  rail- 
road on  certain  flats,  was  to  receive  a  direct  personal  and  pecuniary 
benefit,  a  certain  amount  in  money  over  and  above  that  received  by 
those   with   whom  he  was  associated  in  that  company.     This  of 
course  would  tend  to  warp  his  judgment  and  tend  to  make  him  exert 
an  undue   influence  in  securing  for  a  private  money  consideration 
a  particular  location  for  the  depot,  and  thus  rendered  that  contract 
Vol.  XUX— 28 
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void  as  repugnant  to  public  policy  and  injurious  to  the  public 
interests.  Here  on  the  contrary  the  defendants  did  not  seek  to 
locate  the  bridge  at  a  particular  point,  nor  were  they  employed  to  do 
so,  nor  were  they  to  receive  any  superior  individual  advantages  or  any 
moneyed  consideration  for  so  doing.  All  the  stock  they  received 
was  to  be  paid  for  and  was  paid  for  in  money  or  money's  worth, 
and  this  whether  the  enterprise  failed  or  prospered.  Therefore 
judgment  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
All  concur. 


State  v.  Grant. 

(79  Mo   118.; 
OoTHiihttUnuU  law —  legislation  restoring  competency  ofiitfamotu  ioUneu. 

The  legislature  may  not  restore  the  competency  of  a  witness  rendered  incompe- 
tent by  reason  of  conviction  of  felony. 

/CONVICTION  of  murder.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

W.  A,  Harnsberger  and  R.  H,  Field,  for  appellant. 

D,  H.  Mclntyrey  attorney-general,  for  State. 

Sherwood,  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  The  first  point  to 
which  attention  will  be  directed  is,  whether  error  was  committed 
in  admitting,  over  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  the  witness 
Miller  to  testify  on  the  part  of  the  Statue.  Miller,  in  February, 
1878,  had  been  convicted  of  petit  larceny,  and  the  record  of  such 
conviction  was  produced  by  the  defendant  upon  making  such  objec- 
tion. In  order  to  determine  the  point  thus  presented,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  determine  the  meaning,  force  and  effect  of  certain 
statutory  changes  which  were  made  by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1879, 
I,  e.,  whether  the  legislature  intended  them  to  apply  to  antecedent 
convictions,  and  if  so,  whether  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture thus  to  apply  them.  As  the  law  stood  at  the  time  of  Miller's 
conviction,  the  General  Statutes  were  then  in  force,  section  66, 
chapter  201,  providing  that  '*  every  person  who  shall  \>e  convicted  of 
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arson,  burglary,  robbery  or  larceny,  in  any  degree  in  this  chapter 
specified,  or  who  shall  be  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  peniten- 
tiary for  any  other  crime  punishable  under  the  provisions  of  this 
chapter,  shall  be  incompetent  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  or  serve  as  a 
juror  in  any  cause,  and  shall  bo  forever  disqualified  from  voting  at 
any  election,  or  holding  any  office  of  honor,  trust  or  profit,  within 
this  State.  In  the  revision  of  1879  the  words  "to  be  sworn  as  a 
witness,"  were  omitted.  §  1378.  Simihir  statutory  changes  also 
occur  in  the  present  revision.  §§  1416,  1467.  Do  these  omissions, 
these  changes  in  the  law,  apply  retrospectively?  Were  they  in- 
tended to  apply  in  that  way? 
[Omitting  this  discussion.] 

But  there  are  reasons,  and  very  cogent  ones,  it  would  seem,  which 
may  be  urged  to  show  that  even  had  the  legislature  intended  that 
the  omission  of  the  words  **  to  testify  as  a  witness"  should  relate 
to  antecedent  convictions,  should  upon  those  convictions,  lop  off  a 
portion  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  re- 
store to  competency,  one  whom  the  law  beforehand,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  subsequently  had  branded  as  infamous  —  that 
this  was  something  altogether  beyond  the  pale  of  legislative  power. 
After  judgment  has  been  passed  upon  an  offender,  there  are  but 
two  ways  whereby  he  can  be  relieved  from  the  results  flowing  from 
that  judicial  act;  first,  by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  second,  by 
a  pardon.     1  Greenleaf  Ev.,  §  377  and  cases  cited.     But  it  is  said 
that  '*  a  distinction  had  been  taken  where  the  incompetence  is  the 
general  constructive  result  by  presumption  of  law  on  conviction  on 
an  infamizing  ch^arge,  and  where  it  is  expressly  included  in  the 
legislaH  ve  sanction  as  a  consequence  annexed  to  the  particular  offense 
ind  that  inseparably,  until  the  judgment  be  reversed."     Therefore 
the  law  is  now  held  to  be  that  on  perjuiy  at  common  law  the  party 
pardoned  may  be  a  witness,  because  a  king  has  power  to  take  off 
every  part  of  the  penalty.     *     *     ♦     But  if  a  man  be  indicted  for 
iierjury  on  the  statute  the  king  cannot  pardon  so  as  to  discharge 
this  incompetency,  for  the  king  is  excluded  and  divested  of  that 
prerogative  by  the  express  words  of  the  statute  :     **The  oath  of 
sach  person  so  offending  not  to  be  received  in  any  court  of  record." 
or  as  the  statute  elsewhere  expressed  it,  **the  offender  from  thence- 
forth to  be  discredited  and  disabled  forever  to  be  sworn  in  any  of  the 
courts  of  record."     1  Gilb.  Ev.,  260  ;  1  Greenl.   Ev.,  §§  377,  378  ; 
1    Chitt.    Orim.    Law,  602,  776  ;   7   Bfvc.   Abr.,   417  ;  3   id.  487. 
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But  a  party  thus  convicted  might  have  been  restored  by  a  statute 
pardon  ;  Rex  v.  Fordy  2  SaJk.  690  ;  and  the  authorities  cited  state 
that  the  reason  of  the  difference  between  the  two  kinds  of  pardon 
is  this  :  that  in  a  pardon  based  on  a  prosecution  based  on  the  com- 
mon law  the  loss  of  certain  civil  rights  only  flows  from  the  convic- 
tion as  a  consequence  of  the  judgment ;  while  in  a  conviction  based 
on  a  statute  which  annexes  certain  disabilities  to  the  conviction  of 
the  crime  by  express  words,  the  disabilities  under  the  sanction  of  the 
law  become  part  of  the  judgment.  Rex  v.  Ford,  supra,  and  cases 
cited ;  Rex  v.  Griepe,  1  Ld.  Raym.  256;  3  Bac.  Abr.  487,  and  cases  cited. 
The  disability  which  the  statute  of  5th  Elizabeth  annexes  to  the 
commission  of  the  crime  of  jierjury  was  construed  to  be  a  part  of 
the  punishment,  and  where  conviction  followed  prosecution  the  dis- 
ability was  held  to  be  part  of  the  judgment.  And  it  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  necessary  that  the  provision  of  the  statute 
touching  the  disability  should  have  been  formally  entered  on  the 
record,  in  order  that  it  constitute  a  part  of  the  judgment.  2  Har- 
grave's  Jurid.  Arguments,  221.  According  to  the  author  just  cited, 
where  the  power  of  the  king  to  pardon  is  discussed  with  distin- 
guished clearness  and  ability,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the 
distinction  taken  in  the  authorities  previously  cited,  between  a  par- 
don based  on  a  common-law  conviction  and  one  based  on  a  statutory 
conviction,  is  well  taken.  But  there  appears  to  be  no  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  the  view  that  where  the  statute  annexes  certain  dis- 
abilities to  the  commission  of  a  crime,  upon  conviction  of  the 
crime  those  disabilities  form  part  and  parcel  of  the  judgment,  and 
it  would  seem  at  first  blush  that  this  must  be  so.  Ex.  gr. :  it  is  a 
familiar  rule  that  whatever  the  law  implies  will  be  as  much  part  of 
a  contract  as  if  expressly  inserted  therein  ;  and  as  to  judgments  in 
civil  cases  the  same  rule  prevails.  A  judgment  for  the  recovery  of 
money  will  bear  six  per  cent  interest,  though  no  such  statement  be 
made  in  the  judgment  entry.  A  judgment  lien  will  last  for  three 
years,  though  in  the  judgment  itself  no  such  statement  be  entered, 
and  a  judgment  will  be  valid  and  binding  for  ten  years  though  the 
record  entry  of  the  judgment  be  silent  on  the  point.  From  these 
premises  the  conclusion  may  rationally  be  drawn  that  under  the 
statutory  provisions  now  being  discussed  the  disabilities  which  that 
st^atute  annexes  to  the  commission  of  a  certain  offense  form,  where 
conviction  follows  prosecution,  part  and  parcel  of  the  conviction. 
And  if  such  disabilities  do  not  form,  in  contemplation  of  law,  part 
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of  the  judgment  of  conviction  —  part  of  the  punishment  annexed 
to  the  crime  —  then  the  record  of  the  judgment  of  conviction 
would  afford  no  evidence  that  the  disabilities  denounced  by  the 
statute  had  been  incurred.  The  statute  of  5  Elizabeth  does  not 
require,  no  more  than  does  section  1378,  that  the  disabilities 
speciBed  should  in  haec  verba  form  part  of  the  judgment  of  conviction. 
Now  the  question  arises,  if  section  1378  is  to  have  a  retroactive 
effect,  whether  it  does  not  exceed  the  power  of  the  legislature. 
Under  the  present  Constitution  **  powers  of  government  are  di- 
Tided  into  three  distinct  departments  —  the  legislative,  executive 
and  judicial  — each  of  which  shall  be  confided  to  a  separate  magis- 
tracy ;  and  no  person,  or  collection  of  persons,  charged  with  the 
exercise  of  powers  properly  belonging  to  one  of  those  departments, 
shall  exercise  any  power  properly  belonging  to  either  of  the  others, 
except  in  the  instance  in  this  Constitution  expressly  directed  or 
permitted."    Art.  3. 

If  the  conclusion  be  the  correct  one  that  the  disabilities  annexed 
to  a  conviction  of  the  crime  of  petit  larceny  form  part  of  the  pun- 
ishment, and  of  consequence  part  of  the  judgment,  then  it  would 
seem  to  follow  as  an  obvious  and  necessary  sequence  that  any  act 
of  the  legislature  professedly  remitting  a  portion  of  the  judgment, 
professedly  relieving  the  convict  of  one  of  the  disabilities  incurred, 
cannot  prevail,  if  the  Constitution,  which  forbids  one  department 
of  the  government  from  the  exercise  of  any  power  properly  belong- 
ing to  either  of  the  others,  is  to  be  obeyed.     To  push  the  point  at 
once  to  its  logical  extreme,  suppose  that  the  legislature  had  also 
omitted  from  section  1378  the  words,  **  to  serve  as  a  juror  in  any 
cause  and  shall  be  forever  disqualified  from  voting  at  any  election, 
or  holding  any  office  of  honor,  trust  or  profit,  within  this  State," 
would  any  one  possess  sufficient  temerity  to  contend  that  such 
omissions  would  restore  every  convict  theretofore  convicted  to  his 
former  civil  status^  rehabilitate  him  with  his  former  rights  of  cit- 
zenship,  and  resurrect  him  from  his  civil  grave  ?    If  the  legislature 
could  accomplish  such  an  end  by  such   means,  then  it  would  be 
competent  for  that  body  to  pass  a  general  law  proclaiming  in  terms 
that  every  convict  theretofore  convicted  should  be  restored  to  aU 
the  civil  rights,  capacities  and  privileges  lost  by  reason  of  his  con- 
riction  ;  and  such  a  law  would  be  valid  and  accomplish  the  design 
expreBBoA  on  its  face.     For  what  the  legislature  may  do  indirectly, 
that  may  they  directly.     But  such  an  enactment,  in  my  opinion. 
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would  be  clearly  trenching  upon  the  power  of  the  governor  and  be 
a  usurpation  by  the  legislature  of  the  pardoning  power ;  for  if  the 
legislature  can  remit  any  portion  of  the  sentence  or  judgment  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  then  there  is  no  obstacle  to  their 
remission  of  the  whole  sentence.  The  difference  is  only  in  degree 
and  not  in  kind.  I  take  it  that  when  the  statutes  annex  certain 
disabilities,  the  loss  of  certain  civil  rights,  to  the  conviction  of  a 
crime  and  a  conviction  that  crime  thereafter  occurs,  thereupon 
by  force  and  operation  of  the  law  and  of  the  judgment  of  conviction 
the  disabilities  become  welded  to  the  crime,  forming  thereby  an  in- 
divisible integer  incapable  of  separation  by  any  exertion  of  legislative 
power.  And  this  is  especially  true  under  a  Constitution  such  as  ours. 
*rhe  position  here  taken  is  plainly  this:  That  the  pardoning  power  is 
vested  by  our  Constitution  alone  in  the  governor  ;  that  aside  from 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment  in  a  criminal  cause,  the  only  method 
of  relief  from  the  disabilities  annexed  to  such  judgment  is  by  a  full 
pardon  of  the  offense,  and  that  while  the  crime  itself  remains  unpar- 
doned, the  disabilities  annexed  thereto  will  remain  unaltered  and 
unaffected  by  any  legislative  act.  I  will  cite,  some  cases  illus- 
trating this  position  : 

In  Pennsylvania,  which  possesses,  so  far  as  concerns  the  point  in 
hand,  a  Constitution  substantially  identical  with  our  own,  the  leg- 
islature m  1861  passed  an  act  providing  for  a  graduated  deduction 
from  the  term  of  sentence  of  every  pnsoner.  in  the  penitentiary 
who  should  have  no  infraction  of  the  rules  recorded  against  him. 
Two  convicts  made  application  by  habeas  corpus  for  their  discharge 
under  the  provisions  of  that  act,  whereupon  the  Supreme  Court 
said  :  *'  A  majority  of  us  think  the  act  is  unconstitutional  as  inter- 
fering  with  the  judgment  of  the  judiciary.  The  whole  judicial 
power  of  the  Commonwealth  is  vested  in  courts.  Not  a  fragment 
of  it  belongs  to  the  legislature.  The  trial,  conviction  and  sentenc- 
ing of  criminals  are  judu}ial  duties,  and  the  duration  or  period  of 
the  sentence  is  an  essential  part  of  a  judicial  judgment  in  a  criminal 
record.  Can  it  be  reversed  or  modified  by  a  board  of  prison 
inspectors  ?  If  it  can,  what  judicial  degree  is  not  exposed  to  legis- 
lative modification  ?  From  what  judicial  sentence  may  not  the 
legislature  direct  deductions  to  be  made  if  this  act  be  constitutional  ? 
What  they  may  do  indirectly  they  may  do  directly.  If  they  may 
authonze  boards  of  inspectors  to  disregard  judicial  sentences,  why 
may  they  not  ref)eal  them  as  fast  as  they  are  [)ronounced  and  thus 
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afisume  the  highest  judicial  functions  ?  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
these  qaestious  have  reference  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
prescribe  a  general  rule  of  law  that  shall  be  incqnsistent  with  a 
previous  judicial  decree.  Such  a  rule,  when  it  operates  on  future 
cases  and  not  retrospectively,  is  quite  legitimate ;  their  power  to 
legislate  in  that  manner  is  not  to  be  doubted.  But  nnder  the  act 
in  question  the  good  conduct  of  a  particular  individual,  under 
judicial  sentence,  is  to  work  out  for  him  an  abatement  of  part  of 
his  sentence.  In  respect  to  one  of  the  relators,  who  was  convicted 
and  sentenced  before  the  law  was  passed,  it  is  considered  very  clear 
that  it  is  a  legislative  impairing  of  an  existing  legal  judgment. 
♦  *  *  Any  interference  with  that  sentence,  except  by  a  court 
of  superior  jurisdiction,  or  by  the  executive  power  of  a  pardon, 
would  seem  to  be  a  prostration  of  that  distribution  of  governmental 
fanctions  which  the  Constitution  makes  among  co-ordinate  depart- 
ments. In  this  view  the  act  w^ould  be  highly  unconstitutional." 
Com.  v.  Halloway,  42  Penn.  St.  446. 

In  Massachusetts  this  case  occurred  :  McKenzie  was  sentenced 
to  the  State  prison  for  forgery ;  subsequently  the  governor  granted 
him  a  pardon,  whereby,  as  set  forth  in  the  charter,  the  governor 
**  remitted  to  McKenzie  the  residue  of  the  punishment "  he  was 
sentenced  to  endure  in  the  State  prison.  Thereafter  McKenzie's 
deposition  being  offered  it  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the 
competency  of  McKenzie  was  not  restored  by  said  **  charter  of 
pardon,"  whereupon  M6rtok,  J.,  after  remarking  ui)on  the  limited 
character  of  the  pardon,  said  :  **  It  is  only  a  full  pardon  of  the  offense 
which  can  wipe  away  the  infamy  of  the  conviction  and  restore  the 
convict  to  his  civil  rights.     ♦    *    ♦ 

'*  We  think  the  view  taken  by  a  former  distinguished  law  officer  of 

this  Commonwealth,  whose  long  expenence  in  the  administration 

of  criminal  law  gave  to  his  opinions  the  weight  of  authorities,  are 

correct  and  sound.     He  says  :  *  There  is  but  one  mode  now  in  use 

ot  restoring  the  competency  of  a  witness,  and  that  is  by  pardon 

under  the  great  seal  of  the  State,  which  when  fully  exercised  is  an 

effectoal  mode  of  restoring  the  competency  of  a  witness.     It  must 

be  folly  exercised  to  produce  this  effect,  for  if  the  punishment  only 

be  pardoned  or  remitted  it  will  not  restore  the  competency  and  does 

not  remote  the  blemish  of  character.     There  must  be  a  full  and 

free    pardon    of    the  offense  before    these    can  be  restored  and 

removed. ' ''      Perkins  v.  Stevens,  24  Pick.  277. 
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In  California  also  a  similar  point  was  discussed.  A  paper  in  the 
nature  of  a  pardon  was  issued  with  the  usual  formalities  to  one 
Davis,  which,  after  the  usual  recitals,  but  without  pardoning  the 
offenses,  proceeded  to  "  restore  said  Davis  to  all  rights  of  citizenship 
possessed  by  him  before  his  conviction  for  the  offense  above 
referred  to."  This  pardon,  it  would  seem,  was  granted  expressly 
tliat  Davis  might  appear  as  a  witness,  for  the  preamble  recites  : 
**  Whereas  it  is  desirable  for  the  attainment  of  the  ends  of 
justice  that  he  should  be  restored  to  citizenship."  After  this 
occurrence,  Davis  being  offered  as  a  witness  in  a  criminal  case, 
was  Objected  to  on  the  ground  that  his  disability  had  not  been 
removed  by  the  paper  offered ;  but  this  objection  was  over- 
ruled, and  upon  the  point  being  discussed  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  ruling  was  held  to  be  error,  Wallace,  C.  J.,  saying:  "The 
governor  might  have  pardoned  Davis  had  he  seen  fit ;  he  was  not 
the  less  the  subject  of  the  executive  power  in  that  respect  because 
he  had  already  suffered  the  punishment  adjudged  for  his  crime. 
Had  he  done  so  there  is  no  doubt  that  his  competency  as  a  witness 
would  have  been  thereby  restored.  But  the  executive  act  under 
ix^view  is  not  a  pardon  nor  was  it  intended  to  be  such.  It  did  not 
purport  to  remove  the  guilt  of  Davis  nor  wipe  away  the  infamy  by 
the  law  of  tlie  land  attaching  upon  him  by  reason  of  his  conviction. 
It  sought  to  restore  him  to  all  the  rights  of  citizenship  possessed 
by  him  before  his  conviction  of  the  offenses  'above  referred  to,' 
and  to  so  restore  him  while  he  yet  remained  a  convicted  felon  and 
with  tlie  consequent  legal  infamy  attaching  by  law  to  that  status. 
The  stain  of  his  iniquity,  flowing  from  his  conviction,  is  still  left 
upon  him  by  the  executive.  The  judgment  of  the  law  upon  that 
fact  is  that  tlie  credit  of  his  oath  is  so  absolutely  and  effectually 
destroyed  that  he  cannot  be  trusted  to  testify  at  all,  that  it  is  not 
to  be  hoped  that  he  will  speak  the  truth,  but  it  must  be  conclu- 
sively assumed  that  he  will  not.  If  the  judgment  be  reversed,  the 
disability  is  of  course  necessarily  removed ;  if  the  offense  be  par- 
doned the  same  consequence  too  would  follow.  But  so  long  as  the 
judgment  remains,  the  guilt  it  fixes  upon  the  convict  is  not  taken 
away,  and  the  disability  necessarily  remains  ;  they  are  legally  insep- 
arable." People  V.  Bowen,  43  Cal.  439;  s.  c,  13  Am.  Rep.  148. 
To  the  same  effect  is  Blanc  v.  Rodger s.  49  Cal.  15  ;  see  also  State 
V.  Foley,  15  Nev.  64 ;  s.  c,  37  Am.  Rep.  458. 

In  Alabama  certain  persons  had  been  fined,  had  paid  the  fine. 
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and  the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  to  return  the  amount  thus 
paid  by  them.     In  considering  this  act  Goldthwaite,  J.,  observed: 
*'  By  article  4,  section  11  of  the  Constitution  of  Alabama.,  the 
power  to  remit  fines  and  forfeitures  is  given  to  the  governor,  and 
by  the  second  article  the  powers  of  the  government  are  divided 
into   three  distinct   departments,    the   legislative,    executive   and 
judicial,  and  no  one  of  these  departments  or  persons  belonging 
hereto  can  exercise  any  power  properly  belonging  to  either  of  the 
others  unless  expressly  directed  or  permitted  by  the  Constitution. 
*      *      *     The  only  question  is  whether  the  act  referred  to  is 
directly  or  indirectly  an  attempt  to  remit  a  fine.     For  if  it  be  so, 
the  mode  or  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  done  is  entirely  immaterial 
It  is  the  right  which  the  Constitution  denies  without  reference  to 
the   mode  in  which  it  may  be  exercised.     *     *     *     It  is  the  sub- 
stance of  the  thing  we  must  look  at,  and  certainly  it  never  could 
havo  been  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  to  pro- 
hibit the  legislature  from  remitting  a  fine,  and  yet  allow  that  body 
to  accomplish  the  same  result  by  compelling  the  fine  when  paid  to 
l>e   refunded.     ♦     ♦     *     This  is  the  case  here ;   certain  persons 
have  been  fined  ;  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  fine  has  been  remitted 
by  the  governor.     It  is  conceded  that  the  legislature  has  not  the 
authority  to  remit ;  but  after  payment  it  is  contended  that  body 
may  legitimately  refund  the  fines.     To  sustain  this  position  would 
be  to  allow  one  department  of  the  government  to  trench  upon  the 
{K>wer  of  another,  and  to  defeat  the  purpose  which  the  Constitu- 
tion contemplated  in  confining  the  pardoning  power  to  one  branch 
of  the  government  by  permitting  it  to  be  indirectly  exercised  by 
another."     Haley  v.  Clark,  26  Ala.  439. 

In  this  State  similar  views  have  been  expressed.  The  legislature 
passed  an  act  relieving  all  persons  then  indicted  for  selling 
liqnor  prior  to  December  15,  1856,  upon  condition  that  they 
paid  all  costs  and  a  fee  of  $2,  to  the  Circuit  attorney,  when  it 
shoald  be  the  duty  of  the  Circuit  judge  to  order  such  cases  to 
\ye  dismissed.  Scott,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
after  observing  that  the  powers  of  the  government  were  divided 
into  three  distinct  departments,  etc.,  and  that  the  pardoning 
j>ower  was  vested  in  the  chief  executive,  remarked:  ** There  can 
\ye  no  question  as  to  the  nature  of  the  act  under  consideration; 
it  i.s  as  effectually  a  pardon  as  though  it  were  one  in  form 
under  the  great  seal  of  the  State.  Its  being  clothed  with  the 
Voi^  XLIX  — 29 
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forms  of  legislation  cannot  vary  its  nature  and  effect.  If  such 
laws  are  warranted  by  the  Constitution,  it  is  plain  that  the  power 
of  granting  pardons  is  as  fully  in  the  general  assembly  as  though 
it  had  been  in  express  terms  conferred  on  that  body.  *  ♦  ♦ 
Here  is  a  prosecution  deiDending  in  court,  and  the  legislature  comcF 
in  and  orders  tlie  party  to  be  released  from  it.  What  is  that  in 
effect  but  a  judgment  of  acquittal?"  And  the  act  was  held  uncon- 
stitutional, as  trenching  both  upon  the  pardoning  power  of  the 
executive  and  tlie  functions  of  the  courts.     Stale  v.  Sloss,  25  Mo.  291. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  if  the  disabilities  which  the  statute 
annexes  to  this  commission  of  certain  offenses  constitute  part  and 
parcel  of  the  judgment,  the  legislature  cannot  exscind  a  part  thereof; 
that  ngthing  but  u  full  pardon  of  the  crime  itself  makes  the  con- 
vict a  new  man  and  re- habilitates  him  with  his  former  civil  rights. 

But  it  may  be  conceded  that  the  disabilities  do  not  form  a  part 
of  the  judgment,  and  yet  the  result  reached  is  nowise  altered,  if  it 
be  true  that  nothing  short  of  a  full  pardon  or  a  I'cvei'sal  of  the 
judgment  can  restore  the  convict  to  that  which  he  has  lost.  That 
the  deprivation  of  all  civil  rights  is  a  punishment  of  great  severity 
cannot  be  denied;  nor  can  it  be  denied  that  but  for  the  judgment 
such  deprivation,  such  punishment,  would  not  and  could  not  have 
been  inflicted.  "  Punishments  not  corporal  are  fines,  forfeitures, 
suspension  or  deprivation  of  some  political  or  civil  rights,  depriva- 
tion of  office  and  being  rendered  incapable  to  hold  office."  2  Bouv. 
Law  Diet.  In  order  to-  see  this  definition  fully  exemplified,  it  is 
only  necessary  to  turn  to  the  cases  of  Gumming^  v.  State,  4  Wall. 
277,  and  Ex  parte  Garland,  id.  333.  If  then  the  act  of  the  leg- 
islature relieves  a  convict  of  a  part  of  the  punishment,  it  is,  pro 
tun  to.  a  judgment  of  acquittal  or  pro  tanto  a  pardon,  either  of 
which  is,  and  both  of  which  are,  outside  of  the  legislative  domain. 
And  the  assertion  of  power  on  the  part  of  the  law-making  branch 
of  the  government  to  abate  one  jot  or  one  tittle  of  the  punishment 
which  the  law  through  its  agents,  the  courts,  had  previously  in- 
flicted, is  necessarily  and  logically  an  assertion  of  the  power  to 
abate  the  entire  punishment  or  to  absolve  or  free  the  party  adjudged 
to  suffer  that  punishment  from  all  its  pains,  penalties,  incidents 
and  consequences.  Tested  by  the  principles  announced  in  the  au 
thorities  I  have  cited,  it  seems  very  certain  that  section  1378,  aa 
amended,  cannot  operate  on  past  transactions,  even  if  bo  intended 
bv  the  legislature. 
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Nor  will  it  do  to  say  that  the  omission  in  question   may  be  justi- 
fied on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  mere  alternation  in  the  rules  of 
evidence,  or  change  in  the  method  of  procedure.     Doubtless  the 
legislature  may  alter  the  rules  of  evidence,  so  as  to  enable  parties 
to  testfy  in  existing  causes  of  action,  where  they  could  not  do  so 
before  —  as  was  done  in  Rich  v.  Flanders,  39  N.  H.  323.     But  it  is 
conceived  that  a  marked  distinction  is  to  be  taken  between  a  legis- 
lative act  which  enables  persons  to  testify  who  theretofore  were  un- 
able to  testify  at  common  law,  and  a  legislative  act  which  assumes 
to  do  more  than  this,  which  assumes  to  make  a  person  competent  as  a 
witness,  who  theretofore  was  rendered  incompetent  by  a  judgment 
of  conviction  of  a  crime,  which  crime  remains  unpardoned,  and 
which  judgment  remains  unreversed.     In  the  former  case,  the  law- 
making power  is  engaged  in  its  legitimate  calling  of  facilitating  the 
ordinary  business  of  the  courts ;  in  the  latter,  that  of  arrogating 
to  itself  judicial  functions  and  usurping  executive  powers,  which 
as  already  seen,  it  is  altogether  incompetent  for  the  legislature  to 
do.      And  even  in  cases  where  no  judgment  of  a  court  debars  legis- 
lative interference,  authorities  are  not  lacking  to  show  that  a  limit 
v'xists  which  the  legislature  may  not  transcend,  though  it  be  in  re- 
gard to  the  rules  of  evidence.     Thus  it  has  been  ruled  that  an  act 
authorizing  conviction  on  the  unsupported  testimony  of  an  accom- 
plice on  whose  evidence  alone  no  conviction  could  occur  at  the  time 
the  offense  was  committed,  could  not  be  applied  in  the  trial  of  that 
oEensG.     Hart  v.  State,  40  Ala.  32.     And  where  a  statute  making 
that  evidence  which  was  not  evidence  before  is  passed  to  go  into 
effect  at  a  future  day,  one  who  commits  a  crime  after  its  passage, 
but  before  it  goes  into  effect,  cannot  be  tried  and  punished  under 
iL      Slate  V.  Bond,  4  Jones  L.  9. 

For  the   error  in  admitting  Miller's  testimony,  the  judgment 
Bhoald  be  reversed. 

f Omitting  other  points.] 

For  the  errors  aforesaid,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed  and  the 
cause  remaxideA. 
ylfl    coxxonr,  except  Henby,  J.,  who  dissents  on  another  point, 
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Dickinson  v.  Ooatbs. 

(70  Mo.  251.) 

Negotiable  inetrument  —  check  —  aeiian  by  payee  against  drawee. 

On  an  ordinary  bank  check  for  part  of  the  drawer's  deposit  no  action  can  be 
maintained  by  the  payee  against  the  drawee  or  its  assignee  before  accept- 
ance.* 

ACTION  on  a  check.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaint 
iff  had  judgment  below. 

Pratt,  Bnimback  &  Ferry,  for  appellant. 

K(igy  <t  Magrathy  for  respondent. 

Norton,  J.  This  case  is  before  us  on  defendants'  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson  county.  It  appears 
from  the  record  that  the  Mastin  Bank,  a  corporation  organized 
under  the  laws  of  this  State  for  the  purpose  of  transacting  a  gen- 
eral banking  business  at  Kansas  City,  on  the  2d  day  of  August, 
1878,  drew  and  delivered  to  plaintiff  its  check  upon  the  Metropoli- 
tan National  Bank  of  New  York,  as  follows,  to-wit: 

$500.  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  No.  196,225, 

Mastin  Bake,  ) 

Kansas  City,  Mo.,  Augtisl  2,  1878.  ) 

Pay  to  the  order  of  M.  H.  Dickinson  five  hundred  dollars. 

John  J.  Mastin,  Cashier. 
To  Metropolitan  National  Bank,  New  York. " 

It  appears  that  the  said  Metropolitan  National  Bank  was  the 
regular  correspondent  of  the  Mastin  Bank,  and  its  depository  in 
New  York,  and  at  the  time  the  above  check  was  drawn  the  Mastin 
Bank  had  on  deposit  and  to  its  credit  in  the  said  Metropolitan 
National  Bank,  subject  to  draft  or  clieck,  between  $50,000  and 
♦  To  same  effect.  Colorado  Nat.  Bank  v.  Boettrhrr  (4  Col.  1^5).  40  Am.  Rep.  143^ 
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$60,000;  that  on  the  3d  day  of  August,  the  day  after  the  above 
check  was  drawn,  the  Mastin  Bank  closed  its  doors  and  made  an 
assignment  in  due  form  of  law  of  all  its  assets  of  every  description 
to  defendant  Coates  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors  generally,  of 
which  said  assignment  the  said  Metropolitan  Bank  waa  duly  noti- 
fied on  the  day  it  was  made;  that  the  said  check  drawn  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  was  not  presented  to  the  Metropolitan  Bank  till  the  5th 
day  of  August,  1878,  when  payment  was  refused  and  the  check 
protested  for  non-payment,  of  which  due  notice  was  given;  that  in 
the  months  of  September  and  October,  1878,  the  defendant  Coates, 
as  assignee,  collected  of  said  Metropolitan  National  Bank  between 
♦50,000  and  $60,000.  The  above  are  substantially  the  facts  set 
out  in  plaintiff's  petition,  and  he  claims  that  they  give  him  a  right 
to  a  judgment  and  decree  of  the  court,  declaring  that  defendant 
Ck)ates  bold  the  money  so  collected  of  the  Metropolitan  Bank  to  the 
U8e  of  plaintiff,  and  that  he  be  ordered  to  pay  over  to  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  $500,  the  amount  of  said  check  and  interest 
thereon.  This  claim  is  resisted  by  defendant  Coates  on  the 
ground  that  the  amount  collected  by  him  of  said  bank  belonged  to 
the  trust  fund  held  by  him  under  the  assignment,  and  can  only  be 
paid/?ro  rata  on  claims  against  the  trust  fund  allowed  in  the  course 
of  administering  the  trust.  The  Circuit  Court  made  the  order  and 
decree  as  prayed  for  by  plaintiff,  and  defendant,  on  this  his  appeal, 
asks  itfl  reversal,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against  the  evidence  and 
the  law  of  the  case. 

It  will  be  perceived  from  the  above   statement  that  the  control- 
ling question  arising  on  this  record  is:     Did  the  check  in  question, 
it   being  neither  drawn  on  any  particular  fund,  nor  for  the  whole 
.<um  due  the  drawer  from  the  drawee,  nor  containing  any  words  of 
fransfer,   operate  before  its   presentment  and   acceptance  by  the 
drawee  as  an  assignment  either  in  law  or  equity  of  so  much  of 
the  deposit  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  drawer  in  the  New  York 
hnnk  as  the  check  called  for?    An  affirmative  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion affirms,  and  a  negative  one  reverses  the  judgment. 

Inasmuch  as  the  principle  involved  is  one  of  importance  and 

upon  which  there  is  some  conflict  of  opinion,  counsel,  in  view  of 

the  decision  of  the  8t.  Louis  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Mc- 

(Jrade  v.   German  Savings  Bank  Association,  4  Mo.  App.  330,  have 

earnestly  insisted  that  the  authorities  bearing  upon  the  subject  be 

revipived  by  us  with  a  view  to  the  settlement  of  the  question  in  tliis 
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State.  The  conflicting  authorities  cannot  be  reconciled,  and  we 
shall  not  attempt  it,  but  will  only  consider  them  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  on  which  side  of  the  question  the  weight  of  author- 
ity jis  well  as  reason  lies.  The  question  presented  has  been  an- 
swered in  the  negative  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  following  cases:  Thompson  v.  RiygSy  5  Wall.  663;  Bank  v. 
Whitman,  94  U.  S.  343,  Christmas  v.  Russell,  U  Wall.  69;  Bank 
of  Republic  V.  Millard,  10  id.  152. 

In  the  case  last  cited,  Justice  Davis,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  observed:  '^It  is  no  longer  an  open  question  in  this 
court  since  the  decisions  in  the  cases  of  the  Marine  Bank  v.  Fhilton 
Hanky  and  of  Thompson  v.  Riggs,  that  the  relation  of  the  banker  and 
customer  in  their  pecuniary  dealings  is  that  of  debtor  and  creditor. 
It  is  an  important  part  of  the  business  of  banking  to  receive  depos- 
its, but  when  they  are  received,  unless  there  are  stipulations  to  the 
contrary,  they  belong  to  the  bank,  become  part  of  its  general  funds, 
and  can  be  loaned  by  it  as  otlier  moneys.  The  banker  is  account- 
able for  the  deposits  which  he  receives  as  a  debtor,  and  he  agrees 
to  discharge  these  debts  by  honoring  the  checks  which  the  deposi- 
tors shall  from  time  to  time  draw  on  him.  The  contract  between 
the  parties  is  purely  a  legal  one,  and  has  nothing  of  the  nature  of  a 
trust  in  it."  *  ♦  *  *'The  holder  takes  the  check  on  the  credit 
of  the  drawer,  in  the  belief  that  he  has  funds  to  meet  it,  but  in  no 
sense  can  the  bank  be  said  to  be  connected  with  the  transaction. 
If  it  were  true  that  there  was  a  privity  of  contract  between  the 
banker  and  holder,  when  the  check  was  given,  the  bank  would  be 
obliged  to  pay  the  check,  although  the  drawer,  before  it  was  pre- 
sented, had  countermanded  its  payment,  and  although  other  checks 
drawn  after  it  was  issued,  but  before  payment  of  it  was  demanded, 
had  exhausted  the  funds  of  the  depositor.  If  such  a  result  would 
follow  the  giving  of  cheeks,  it  would  be  easy  to  see  that  bankers 
would  be  compelled  to  abandon  altogether  the  business  of  keeping 
(it'i)osits  for  customers."  *  *  *  '*  The  right  of  a  depositor,"  a^j 
WHS  said  by  an  eminent  judge,  **  is  a  chose  in  action,  and  his  check 
does  not  transfer  the  debt  or  give  a  lien  upon  it  to  a  third  person 
without  the  assent  of  the  depositary.  This  is  a  well  established 
principle  of  law,  and  is  sustained  by  the  English  and  American 
authorities." 

In  the  case  of  CJiristmas  v.  Russell,  supra.  Justice  Swayne,  speak- 
ing for  the  court,  said  that  "  a  bill  of  exchange  or  check  is  not  an 
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equitable  assignment  pro  tanto  of  the  funds  of  the  drawer,  in  the 
hands  of  the  drawee." 

The  English  authorities  are  to  the  same  effect,  of  which  the  case 
of  Hopkinsoyi  v.  Forsier,  L.  R.,  19  Eq.  Cas.  74;  11  Eng.  Rep.  685, 
is  ;i  type,  and  where  it  was  held  that  a  check  was  not  an  equitable 
;i88ignment  of  the  drawer's  balance  at  his  banker's. 

The  eonrt:«i  of   New  York  also  return  a  negative  answer  to  tlie 
•juestion  before  us  in  clie  following  cases  :  Lunf  v.  Bank  of  North 
AituTica,  49   Barb,   -^^l  ;    Chapman  x.  Winte,  6  N.  Y.  412  ;   ^//za 
B'tnk  V.  Fourth  National  Bank,  46    id.    82  ;  s.  c,   7  Am.   Rep. 
:514;  Duncan  y.  Berliny  60  N.  Y.  151;   Attorney-Oeneral  v.  Life 
Ills.  Co,,  71  id.  325  ;  s.  c,  2?  Am.  Rep.  55.     In  the  case  of  Lunt 
V.  Bank  of  North  Ainerica,  stipra,  it  is  said  :  '*  Checks  drawn  in  the 
ordinary  general  form  not  describing  any  particular  fund,  or  not 
nsing  any  words  of  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  account 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  drawer  in  the  bank  upon  which  they 
are  drawn,  but  containing  only  the  usual  request  directed   to  the 
bank,  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  payee  named  a  certain  sum  of 
money,  are  of  the  same  legal  effect  as  inland  bills  of  exchange,  and 
do  not  amount  to  an  assignment  of  the  funds  of  the  drawer  in  the 
b:ink,  and  there  is  no  liability  of  the  party  upon  whom  such  an 
instrnment  is  drawn  until  after  it  is  accepted,  and  until  payment  or 
a<'coptance  it  is  always  revocable  by  the  drawer."     In  the  case  of 
the   ^ttui   National  Bank  v.  Fourth  National  Bank,  supra,  it  is 
said  :   '*  The  relation  of  banker  and  depositor  is  that  of  debtor  and 
creditor.     Deposits  on  generaraccount  belong  to  the  bank  and  are 
|)art  of  its  general  fund.     The  bank  becomes  a  debtor  to  the  depos- 
itor to  the  amount  thereof,  and  the  debt  can  only  be  discharged  by 
payment  to  the  depositor  or  pursuant  to  his  order.     Until  payment 
or  iicceptance  by  the  bank  of  a  depositor's  check  or  assignment  of 
the  credit  by  the  depositor  and  notice  to  the  bank,  the  deposit  is 
subject  to  his  order." 

So  in  Pennsylvania,  in  the  case  of    Lot/d  v.  McCaffrey,  46  Penn. 

.St.  410,  it  was  said  by  Justice  Strong,  speaking  for  the  court,  that 

••it    cannot   be   maintained   that   Taylor's   check,  without   more, 

amounted  to  an  equitable  appropriation  of  the  funds  in  the  hands 

of   the  banker  to  whom  it  was  addressed.     To  make  an  order  or 

draft  an  equitable  assignment  it  must  designate  the  fund  upon  which 

it  is  drawn." 

55o  in  Massachusetts,  in  case  of  Carr  v.  National  Security  Bank, 
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107  Mass.  45;  8.  c,  9  Am.  Rep.  6,  Justice  Gray,  who  delivered  the 
opinion,  speaking  of  general  deposits,  observed  that  "  money  de- 
posited becomes  the  absolute  property  of  the  bankers,  impressed 
with  no  trust,  and  which  they  may  dispose  of  at  their  pleasure, 
subject  only  to  their  personal  obligation  to  pay  an  equivalent  sum 
upon  his  demand  or  order.  The  right  of  the  bankers  to  use  tlio 
money  for  their  own  benefit  is  the  very  consideration  for  their  prom- 
ise to  the  depositor.  They  make  no  agreement  with  the  holder  of 
his  checks.  A  check  drawn  by  a  depositor  in  common  form  not 
designating  any  special  fund  out  of  which  it  is  to  be  paid,  nor  cor- 
responding to  the  whole  amount  due  him  from  the  banker  at  the 
time,  is  a  mere  contract  between  the  drawer  and  the  payee  on  which, 
if  payable  to  bearer,  and  not  paid  by  the  drawee,  any  holder  might 
doubtless  sue  the  drawer,  but  which  passes  no  title,  legal  or  equita- 
able,  to  the  payee  or  holder  in  the  moneys  previously  paid  to  the 
banker  by  the  drawer."  So  in  the  case  of  Bullard  v.  Randall,!  Gray, 
605,  it  was  held  that  a  check  for  a  part  of  the  drawer's  funds  in  a 
bank  constitutes  no  assignment  of  that  part  of  such  funds  until 
presented  for  payment  and  accepted  by  the  bank,  although  ver- 
bally assented  to  by  the  cashier  when  absent  from  the  bank.  So  in 
case  of  Daiia  v.  National  Bank,  13  Allen,  445. 

In  Maryland,  in  case  of  Moses  v.  Franklin  B'k;  34  Md.  580,  it 
was  held  that  a  check  does  not  operate  as  an  assignment  pro  tanio 
of  the  fund  on  which  it  is  drawn,  until  it  is  accepted  or  certified  to 
be  good  by  the  bank  holding  the  fund  ;  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
case  of  Chapman  v.  Winte,  6  N.  Y.  412,  approved,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  check  before  acceptance  neither  operates  as  an  assign- 
ment nor  creates  any  lien  on  the  funds  of  the  drawer.  See  also  2 
Add.  Cont.  493  ;  2  Byles  Bills,  note  1  ;  Pars.  Notes  and  Bills, 
()1,  notey  ;  also  case  of  Bush  v.  Foote,  58  Miss.  5;  s.  c,  38  Am. 
Rep.  310. 

We  have  been  cited  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  to  a  number  of  author- 
ities as  establishing  a  contrary  doctrine  to  that  assumed  in  those 
above  referred  to,  and  upon  examination  of  them  find  but  three 
States  where  the  question  has  otherwise  been  ruled  upon  by  the 
(•ourts  of  last  resort.  In  South  Carolina,  in  the  case  of  Fogarties 
V.  Skillnian,  12  Rich.  518,  it  was  held  by  a  divided  court  (the 
chief  justice  dissenting)  that  when  a  check  is  drawn  by  a  depositor 
on  a  bank  having  suflBcient  funds  to  meet  it,  the  holder,  on  giving 
notice  to  the  bank,  has  the  right  to  be  paid,  and  if  payment  be  re- 
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foaed  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  bank  on  the  implied 
promise  which  the  law  raises  in  his  behalf. 

In  Illinois,  in  case  of  Munn  v.  Burch,  25  111.  35,  it  was  held 
that  "  the  check  of  a  depositor  on  his  banker,  delivered  to  another 
for  value,  transfers  to  that  other  the  title  to  so  much  of  the  deposit 
us  the  check  calls  for."  Upon  an  examination  of  this  case  it  will 
\yo  seen  that  not  a  single  authority,  either  English  or  American,  is 
referred  to  as  maintaining  the  doctrine  announced  ;  but  the  con- 
el  nsion  reached  is  made  to  rest  upon  a  judicial  recognition  of  what 
i.s  alleged  in  the  opinion  to  be  a  universal  custom  of  bankers  to 
;iUow  depositors  to  withdraw  their  funds  in  parcels.  This  case  was 
followed  in  28  111.  168,  also  without  the  citation  of  a  single  author- 
ity. Justice  Catrox  remarking  that  "  the  decision  of  Munn  v. 
Burchy  was  not  made  till  after  the  most  mature  investigation." 
The  case  of  Munn  v.  Burch,  supra,  was  also  followed  in  case  of 
Bank  v.  Bank,  80  111.  212;  s.  c,  22  Am.  Rep.  185,  and  as  the  logi- 
cal result  of  the  doctrine  enunciated  by  it,  the  court  went  so  far 
as  to  say  that  **  after  a  check  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  bona 
fide  holder  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  drawer  to  contermand 
its  payment,"  a  doctrine  not  maintained  by  any  authority  that  has 
come  under  our  observation. 

In  Iowa,  in  the  case  of  Roberts  v.  Austin,  26  Iowa,  315,  it  was 
held  by  a  divided  court  that  the  holder  of  a  check  could  maintain 
an  action  thereon  against  the  drawer  before  acceptance,  the  drawer 
having  funds  in  his  hands,  and  that  a  general  assignment  of  the 
drawer  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  after  drawing  the  check,  but 
before  the  same  is  presented,  will  not  invest  his  assignee  with  the 
right  to  the  money  represented  by  the  check,  nor  affect  the  rights 
of  the  payee  therein. 

The  cases  in  Kentucky  to  which  we  have  been  cited,  of  Buckner  v. 
Sayre,  18  B.  Monr.  745,  and   Lester  v.  Oiven,  8  Bush,  357,  do  not 
maintain  the  position  contended  for.     The  said  case  of  Buckner  v. 
Sayre,  only  decides  that  the  drawing  of  a  bill  of  exchange  by  a 
debtor  and  its  acceptance  by  the  drawee  is  an  appropriation  of  that 
f and  to   the  holder  of  the  bill,  and  that  thereafter  the  drawer  of 
the  bill  has  no  right  to  control  it,  either  by  receiving  or  assigning 
it    and  that  a  general  assignment  of  assets,  after  a  bill  of  exchange 
\xsLS  been  drawn  and  accepted,  will  not  pass  the  fund  thus  appro- 
priated, and  the  ruling  in  the  case  of  Lester  v.  Given,  supra,  is 
Yfssed  solely  upon  the  case  of  Buckner  v.   Sayre.      So  far  from 
Vol.  XLIX  —  30 
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the  case  in  18  B.  Monr.,  supra,  being  in  conflict  with  the  New  York 
and  like  cases  cited  herein  from  other  States,  it  is  in  accord  with 
them. 

The  decided  weight  of  authority  answers  the  question  pro- 
pounded in  the  beginning  of  this  opinion  in  the  negative.  This 
uQswer  is  returned  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the 
courts  of  last  resort  in  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New  York  and 
Pennsylvania,  while  an  affirmative  response  is  given  by  the  divided 
courts  of  Iowa  and  South  Carolina,  and  by  the  case  of  Muim  v . 
Burch,  25  111.  35,  which  as  an  authority  has  been  sufficiently  adverted 
to  in  what  has  been  said;  and  so  far  as  this  court  has  heretofore 
been  called  on  to  pass  upon  questions  kindred  to  the  one  in  hand,  it 
has  ruled  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  announced  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  and  the  courts  of  Maryland, 
Massachusetts,  New  York  and  Pennsylvania. 

In  the  cases  of  State  v.  Moore,  74  Mo.  413,  and  of  the  State  v. 
Powell,  67  id.  395,  it  was  a  general  deposit  created  the  relation  of 
creditor  and  debtor;  and  in  the  case  of  Brunett  v.  Crandall,  63  id. 
410,  it  was  held  that  a  portion  of  a  debt  was  incapable  of  assign- 
ment either  at  law  or  in  equity  in  the  absence  of  the  debtor's  con- 
sent. So  in  tlie  ctise  of  Loomis  v.  Robinson,  76  id.  488,  it  was  held 
that  an  assignment  of  part  of  a  judgment  was  void  both  at  law  and 
in  equity.  If  as  established  by  the  above  cases,  the  relation  be- 
tween depositor  and  banker  is  that  of  creditor  and  debtor,  and  a 
creditor  cannot,  eitlier  at  law  or  in  equity,  assign  a  part  of  the  debt 
due  him  without  the  debtor's  consent,  it  must  follow  logically  that 
the  check  held  by  plaintiff,  being  only  for  part  of  the  debt  due  the 
drawer,  and  not  having  been  accepted  by  the  drawee,  did  not 
transfer  to  plaintiff  either  a  legal  or  equitable  right  against  the 
(Irjiwcc,  either  to  so  much  of  the  fund  as  the  check  called  for  or 
give  him  any  lien  thereon.  In  the  case  of  St.  John  v.  Romans,  8 
Mo.  382,  it  was  held,  Judge  Scott  delivering  the  opinion,  that  **  it 
could  not  be  maintained  that  the  mere  act  of  drawing  a  check  was 
ail  assignment  of  the  amount  for  which  it  was  drawn  to  the 
bearer." 

In  our  investigation  of  this  question  we  have  confined  our  exam- 
ination to  the  decisions  of  courts  of  last  resort,  and  in  the  light  of 
the  authorities  we  must  answer  the  question  presented  by  this  rec- 
ord in  the  negative,  and  hold  that  the  fund  sought  to  be  appro- 
priated by  plaintiff  to  the  payment  of  his  debt  and  in  the  hands  of 
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defendant  as  assignee  is  only  subject  to  pro  rata  distribution  among 
the  creditors  of  the  Mastin  Bank,  of  whom  plaintiff  is  one,  whose 
claims  have  been  aUlowed  in  due  course  of  administering  the 
trust. 

Judgment  reversed  and  bill  dismissed,  and  defendant  shall  have 
judgment  for  all  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 

All  coDcur. 


Aybes  t.  Farmbrs  akd  Mbbchants'  Bastk. 

<79  Mo.  4Zl.) 

Bank  — paper  for  coUedion  —  HUe. 

The  plaintiff  deposited  with  the  Mastin  Bank  a  check  drawn  by  a  third  person, 
for  collection  and  credit  to  his  account.  Id  accordance  with  an  arrangeuit'ot 
between  the  parties  the  Mastin  Bank  gave  the  plaintiff  immediate  credit 
for  the  check,  and  the  plaintiff  immediately  drew  against  it  The  Mastin 
Bank  sent  the  check  to  defendant,  its  corresponding  bank,  who  charged  it 
to  the  drawer,  and  credited  the  Mastin  Bank.  The  latter  meantime  had 
failed  and  made  an  assignment,  but  the  defendant  did  not  know  it.  HeM, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  check  from  the  defendant. 

ACTION  on  a  check.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaintiff 
had  judgment  below. 

Lathrop  <6  Smith,  for  appellant. 
&age,  Ladd  <&  Small,  for  respondents. 

Hbkby,  J.  On  August  1,  1878,  Wickstrum  &  Swinson  drew 
their  check  on  the  defendant  for  $500  in  favor  'of  H.  W.  Bakor 
&  Co.,  who  indorsed  it  to  plaintiff  for  a  valuable  considemtion. 
and  plaintiff  sent  it  to  the  Mastin  Bank  for  collection  and  credit 
to  plaintiff. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  a  business  arrangement 
between  plaintiff  and  the  Mastin  Bank  under  which  the  amount  of 
the  check  was  passed  to  plaintiff's  credit  upon  receipt  of  the  check, 
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And  plaintiff  was  immediately  entitled  to  draw  against  it,  and  on 
the  day  it  was  transmitted  plaintiff  drew  upon  the  Mastin  Bank  for 
the  full  amount  in  favor  of  H.  W.  Baker  &  Co.,  from  whom 
plaintiff  received  it ;  that  the  Mastin  Bank  received  the  check  on 
the  2d  day  of  August,  1878,  and  on  that  day  gave  plaintiff  credit 
on  their  books  for  the  amount  and  mailed  to  plaintiff  a  letter 
stating  receipt  of  check  and  credit  given,  and  on  the  same  day 
charged  the  check  to  defendant,  on  whom  it  was  drawn,  and  mailed 
it  to  defendant  for  credit  to  its  own  account ;  that  on  the  day  after 
the  receipt  of  the  check  by  the  Mastin  Bank  that  bank  made  a 
general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors ;  that  defendant 
received  the  check  from  the  Mastin  Bank  by  due  course  of  mail, 
charged  it  to  the  drawers,  who  had  suflficient  funds  on  deposit  with 
defendant  to  pay  it,  and  credited  the  amount  to  the  Mastin  Bank 
without  notice  that  the  bank  had  failed  and  made  a  general 
assignment. 

On  the  7th  day  of  March,  1878,  the  Mastin  Bank  sent  the  fol- 
lowing card  to  plaintiff  and  defendant  and  its  other  correspond- 
ents : 

**  After  this  day  this  bank  will  give  credit  on  day  of  receipt  to 
its  correspondents,  as  formerly,  for  cash  items  and  checks  on  banks 
in  the  interior.  To  aid  in  the  speedy  transaction  of  business  we 
request  our  correspondents  to  list  all  remittances  for  which  they  ask 
credit  on  receipt  on  a  separate  sheet  from  that  on  which  is  listed 
time  paper  and  collections.  The  amount  should  be  carefully  stated 
and  correctly  footed.  Instructions  for  shipment  of  currency  or 
transfei's  to  other  points  should  be  given  on  separate  sheets,  to 
prevent  the  same  being  overlooked. 

John  J.  Mastin,  Cashier. ^^ 

The  following  is  the  letter  transmitting  the  check  in  question  by 
plaintiff  to  the  Mastin  Bank  : 
"  Citizens'  Bank.  Capital  1100,000. 

North  Topbka,  Kans.,  8-1,  1878. 
J.  J.  Mastin,  Esq.,  Cas.y 

Kansas  City,  Mo. 
Deab  Sir —  We  inclose  for  collection  and  credit  items  as  stated 
below. 

Very  respectfully, 

J.  Thomas,  Cashier, 
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AbUene  Bank $244  70 

Abilene  Bank 160  00 

Farmers  &  M 600  00 

Germ.  Nat 4  22 

B.&Allen 5  00 

Yon 1,847  10 

$2,  761  02 

liatshaw  —  no  pro 100  00 


$2,861  02 
This  letter  inclosed  two  checks  mentioned  in  the  pleadings  and 
read  in  evidence  as  follows  : 
"•244.70. 

Abilbxe,  Eans.,  July  29,  1878. 
Abilbkb  Bakk. 
Lebold,  Fishbb  &  Co.: 

Pay  to  H.  W.  Baker  &  Co.,  or  order  two  hundred  and  forty-fonr 
dollars  and  seventy  cents. 

M.  V.  Bbilhabt. 
Indorsed,  H.  W.  Baker  &  Co. 

Pay  J.  J.  Mastin,  Esq.,  Cashier,  or  order,  for  collection  accoont 
of  Citizens'  Bank,  N.  Topeka,  Ean. 

J.  Thomas,  Cashier. 

Pay  and  credit  account  of  Masting  Bank,  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

John  J.  Mastik,  Cashier.  ^^ 

• 

The  other  check  dated  July  30th,  1878,  was  made  in  the  same 
form  by  E.  Fuller  Parent  for  $150,  and  was  indorsed  just  like  that 
for  $244. 70. 

This  action  is  for  the  recovery  from  defendant  of  the  amount  of 

the  check  for  $500,  drawn  by  Baker  &  Co.  upon  the  defendant.  On 

a  trial  plaintiff  had  judgment,  from  which  this  appeal  is  prosecuted 

and  the  only  question  is  :    Under  the  business  arrangement  between 

the  Mastin  Bank  and  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  what  was  the 

le^al  effect  of  the  transactions  between  them  with  respect  to  that 

check  ?      Did  it  become  the  property  of  the  Mastin  Bank,  in  such 

senae  that  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  his  action  against  defendant  on 
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the  check  ?  Morse,  in  his  work  on  Banks  and  Banking,  page  424, 
approves  the  following  doctrine :  "  that  if  a  bill  or  draft  be  forwarded 
by  its  owner  for  collection,  and  by  order  or  custom  of  dealing  the 
])arty  receiving  it  places  the  amount  to  the  credit  of  the  owner,  and 
the  owner  thereupon  draws  or  is  entitled  to  draw  against  the  same 
as  cash,  this  works  a  transfer  of  title,  so  that  the  owner  cannot  fol- 
low the  paper  or  its  proceeds  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party  receiving 
it  in  good  faith  and  due  course  of  business  from  the  agent  for  col- 
lection." Clark  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  2  N.  Y.  380 ;  Scott  v.  Ocean 
Bank,  23  id.  289.  Lord  Eldon,  in  Ex  parte  Sargeant,  1  Rose,  153, 
and  several  other  cases,  seems  to  have  been  of  the  opinion,  it  is  said 
in  a  note  to  section  228  of  Story  on  Agency,  "  that  if  the  bills  were 
entered  as  cash  with  the  knowledge  of  the  customer,  and  he  drew 
or  was  entitled  to  draw  upon  the  banker  as  having  that  credit  in 
cash,  he  would  thereby  be  precluded  from  recurring  to  the  bills 
specifically."  Judge  Story  says  that  this  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon 
was  adopted  by  the  vice-chancellor  in  Bx  parte  Thompson,  1  Mont. 
&  McArthur,  112  ;  and  in  Clark  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  supra,  the 
court  held  expressly  that  *'  where  the  owner  of  a  bill  sends  it  to 
his  correspondent  to  be  collected,  with  directions  to  place  it  to  his 
credit,  and  at  the  same  time  draws  at  sight  against  the  fund,  the 
title  to  the  bill  passes  so  that  the  proceeds  cannot  be  followed  into 
the  hands  of  third  persons  receiving  them  in  good  faith." 

The  cases  of  Sweeny  v.  Easter,  1  Wall.  166;  White  v.  National 
Bank,  102  U.  S.  658;  Firnt  National  Bank  v.  Reno  Co,  Bank,  1 
MoCrary,  491;  Cecil  Bank  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  22  Md.  148;  Levi  v. 
Banl\  h  Dill.  107;  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Valleg  Packing  Co.,  70  Mo. 
043,  an  1  Millikin  y.  Shapleigh,  36  id.  598,  are  distinguished  from 
the  case  at  bar  in  the  fact  that  in  all  those  cases  the  paper  was 
indorsed  for  collection  only,  and  thei'e  is  no  conflict  between  any  of 
those  and  the  doctrine  announced  by  Morse  and  the  cases  cited  by 
him  in  its  support.  The  case  of  Lawrence  v.  Stonington  Bank,  6 
Conn.  529,  bears  but  slight  resemblance  to  the  case  at  bar.  The 
draft  there  was  drawn  by  a  creditor  u}K>n  his  debtor,  placed  with  a 
bank  for  collection,  and  that  bank  indorsed  it  for  collection  to  the 
Eagle  Bank,  and  the  latter  to  the  Stonington  Bank  for  collection. 
On  the  20th  day  of  September  the  Stonington  Bank  had  informa- 
tion that  the  Eagle  Bank,  which  owed  it  $60,  had  failed,  and  five 
days  thereafter  it  presented  the  draft  to  the  drawer  who  paid  it, 
and  the  Stonington  Bank  placed  it  to  the  credit  of  the  Eagle  Bank 
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and  refused  to  pay  the  amount  to  plaintiff,  claiming  that  the  draft 
was  the  property  of  the  Eagle  Bank.  That  case  in  its  facts  is 
wholly  different  from  this.  Here  the  owner  of  the  check  indorsed 
it  to  the  Mastin  Bank  not  only  to  collect  but  to  be  placed  to  its 
credit  as  soon  as  received,  with  a  right  to  draw  immediately  for  the 
amount.  It  was  in  effect  a  purchase  of  the  paper  by  the  Mastin 
Bank,  and  the  fact  that  on  default  of  payment  by  the  dmwee  that 
hsink  hfid  recourse  upon  the  indorser  did  not  prevent  the  title  from 
]iassiiig.  Such  is  the  right  of  every  indorsee  for  value,  but  he  is 
none  the  less  the  owner  of  the  paper. 

We  have  not  copied  and  shall  not  comment  upon  the  instructions, 
only  to  remark  that  they  did  not  declare  the  law  as  herein  an- 
nounced, and  we  reverse  the  judgment  and  remand  the  cause,  and 
on  a  re-trial  the  court  will  instruct  the  jury  as  herein  indicated. 

Judgment  reversed. 

All  concur. 


Lakdis  y.  Campbell. 

(19  Mo.  438.) 
Libel  —  6y  religious  goeietp. 

in  (he  absence  of  proof  of  malice,  the  members  of  a  session  of  a  PresbTterian 
Charch  are  not  liable  to  an  action  of  libel  for  excommunication  from  mem- 
bership in  the  charch  for  alleged  falsehood* 

LIBSL.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judg- 
ment below. 

B.  F-  Stringfellow  and  Judson  <£  Matter,  for  appellants. 

Ramey  <&  Brown  and  Woodnon,  Green  <t  Bumes,  for  respond- 
ent. 

Hewby,  J.  Plaintiff  commenced  this  action  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Buchanan  county  against  defendants  Campbell  uiid  Sanders  and 
Thos.  E.  Tootle,  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  libel,  charged 
to  have  been  published  by  them. 

♦See  Sale  v.  Church,  ante,  186. 
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The  petition  alleged  that  plaintiff  was  a  member  of  the  First 
Presbyterian  Church  of  St.  Joseph,  Missouri,  and  that  defendants 
falsely,  maliciously,  etc.,  published  of  and  concerning  him,  the 
libellous  matter,  consisting  of  a  preamble,  in  which  it  was  stated 
that  plaintiff  had  made  false  and  malicious  statements  concernins: 
the  pastor  of  that  church,  Campbell,  and  a  resolution  suspending 
plaintiff  from  the  communion  of  the  church.  In  a  second  count, 
omitting  the  formal  parts,  it  was  alleged  that  defendants  pub- 
lished of  and  concerning  plaintiff  a  certain  other  libel,  consisting 
of  the  following:  *'  You,  meaning  plaintiff,  were  by  unanimous 
vote  excommunicated."  ''Resolved,  that  Israel  Landis  be  excom- 
municated." 

Defendants  filed  separate  answers,  to  the  effect  that  defendant 
Campbell  was  pastor  of  said  church,  and  that  he  and  his  co-defend- 
ants and  other  parties  named  were  pastor  and  ruling  elders  of  said 
congregation,  and  composed  a  judicatory  known  as  the  church 
session,  which,  by  the  laws  of  the  church,  has  jurisdiction  to 
admonish,  rebuke  and  excommunicate  members  of  said  church 
found  by  them  to  be  deserving  of  censure ;  that  to  this  session 
defendant  Campbell  reported  that  plaintiff  had  made  false  and 
defamatory  statements  in  regard  to  Campbell ;  that  the  session,  at 
a  regular  meeting,  in  the  performance  of  its  duty  in  the  regular 
administration  of  church  discipline  and  according  to  the  usages 
and  practices  of  the  church,  without  any  malice  toward  plaintiff, 
and  believing  it  within  the  scope  of  official  duty,  having  found 
l)laintiff  deserving  of  censure,  adopted  said  preamble  and  resolu- 
tions whicli  were  entered  upon  its  record  book.  It  is  also  alleged 
that  there  was  another  judicatory  of  said  church,  known  as  the 
])resbytery,  to  which  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  appeal  from  the  decis- 
ion of  the  session,  but  that  although  notified  of  his  suspension, 
lie  failed  to  prosecute  an  appeal.  The  same  is  in  substance  the 
answer  to  the  second  count,  and  the  several  answers  of  the  other 
defendants  do  not  differ  materially  from  that  of  Campbell  in  the 
points  which  we  shall  consider. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiff  had  no  notice  that 
charges  would  be  or  had  been  made  against  him  to  the  session  nor 
was  he  present  at  the  investigation.  The  evidence  was  conflicting 
on  the  question  of  veracity  between  plaintiff  and  the  pastor,  and 
we  refrain  from  expressing  an  opinion  as  to  the  weight  of  evidence. 

What  plaintiff  relied  upon  as  a  publication  of  the  alleged  libel 
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mentioned  in  the  first  count  was  a  reading  of  the  same  from  a 
copy  by  the  pastor  to  the  congregation,  the  entering  the  same  on 
the  session  minutes  and  exhibiting  them  to  the  members  of  the 
session  by  its  clerk  to  get  their  signatures  to  them.  What  plaintiff 
insists  was  a  publication  of  the  alleged  libel  in  the  second  count 
was  the  adoption  of  the  same  by  the  session,  recording  it  upon  its 
minute  book,  the  oral  announcement  of  the  expulsion  of  plaintiff 
by  the  pastor  to  the  congregation,  a  written  copy  of  the  proceedings 
furnished  to  plaintiff  by  Sanders  as  clerk  of  the  session,  and  the 
exhibition  of  the  proceedings  to  McDonald  and  Hulett,  members 
of  the  session,  in  order  to  procure  their  signatures  to  the  same. 

There  was  a  mass  of  evidence  read  to  the  jury,  consisting  of 
extracts  from  the  constitution  of  the  church  and  digests  of  its 
laws,  and  adjudications  thereon  in  relation  to  the  judicatories  of 
the  church,  which  the  court  left  it  to  the  jury  to  expound  for 
themselves.  If  the  civil  courts  take  it  upon  themselves  to  admin- 
ister the  law  of  a  church,  their  duty  is  to  inform  the  jury  what  it 
is,  and  not  to  leave  them  to  grope  through  the  judicial  literature 
of  the  church  to  ascertain  it. 

The  main  objection  to  the  action  of  the  session  is  its  proceeding 
to  investigate  the  charges  against  plaintiff,  in  his  absence,  without 
notice  to  him ;  and  the  court,  in  the  instructions  to  the  jury, 
adopted  the  view  that  this  irregularity  rendered  the  action  of  the 
session  void,  and  that  therefore  it  afforded  defendants  no  defense 
to  this  suit  and  obviated  the  necessity  of  proving  express  malice 
against  defendants.  The  court,  among  others,  gave  the  following 
instructions  at  plaintiff's  instance: 

5.  If   the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  session  of 
the  First  Presbyterian  Church  convened  on  the  31st  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1877,  had  no  right  under  the  constitution  of  the  Presbjrterian 
Church    in    the    United    States   to   suspend   Israel   Landis,   the 
plaintiff,  from  the  conmiunion  of  said  church,  and  adopt  a  pream- 
ble   alleging    that  he  had  been  guilty  of    malicious  falsehood, 
without  giving  said  Landis  any  notice  that  they  intended  to  pro- 
ceed against  him  as  a  member  of  the  First  Presbyterian  Church 
in  St-  Joseph,  for  any  violation  of  the  constitution  or  discipline 
of  the  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United  States,  and  that  defend- 
ants  in   conjunction  with   other  members  of  the  session  of  the 
First   Presbyterian  Church,  did  adopt  a  preamble  and  resolutions 
Sliding  that  said  Israel  Landis  had  been  guilty  of  malicious  false- 
VoJL.  XLIX  —  31 
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hood,  and  suspending  him  from  communion  with  said  church,  and 
all  without  notice  to  said  Landis ;  and  that  said  session  of  said 
church,  on  the  31st  day  of  October,  1877,  in  conjunction  with  the 
defendants,  agreed  that  the  alleged  libel  set  out  in  the  first  count 
of  plaintiff's  petition  Should  be  read  at  a  public  meeting  on  the 
following  Friday  evening  by  the  defendant  Campbell,  and  that  said 
alleged  libel  was  read  by  the  direction  of  said  defendants ;  then  the 
fact  that  defendants  claim  to  have  been  acting  in  an  official  ecclesi- 
astical capacity,  furnishes  no  excuse  for  such  publication. 

10.  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  paper  writing 
set  forth  in  the  second  count  of  the  plaintiff's  petition  was  the  re- 
sult of  a  concerted  writing  and  agreement  of  and  between  the  mem- 
bei-s  of  the  session  in  proof,  including  the  defendants,  and  that  it 
was  a  part  of  said  agreement  that  it  should  bo  reaii  or  announced 
])ublicly  in  the  cliurch,  and  that  the  same  was  so  announced,  and 
that  the  said  paper  writing  was  by  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them, 
with  the  consent  or  direction  of  the  other,  shown  or  read  to  any 
one,  then  such  acts  were  sufficient  publication  of  said  paper  writing 
l>y  defendants. 

The  civil  courts  cannot  review  the  decisions  of  ecclesiastical  ju- 
dicatories in  matters  properly  within  their  province  under  the 
constitution  and  laws  or  regulations  of  the  church.  Harmon  v. 
Breher,  1  Speers  Eq.  87  ;  Robertson  v.  Bullions,  9  Barb.  64  ; 
Shannon  v.  Frost,  3  B.  Monr.  261  ;  German  Reformed  Church  v. 
Seibert,  3  Penn.  St.  282  ;  State  v.  FarriSy  45  Mo.  183  ;  Watson 
V.  Oarvin,  54  id.  364.  In  Shannon  v.  Froxt.  the  court  said  : 
**  Whether  right  or  wrong,  the  act  of  excommunication  must,  as  to 
the  fact  of  membership,  be  law  to  this  court.  *  *  We  can- 
not decide  whether  the  excommunicated  have  been  justly  or 
unjustly,  regularly  or  irregularly,  cut  off  from  the  body  of  the 
church."  **  This  court  having  no  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  cannot 
revise  or  question  ordinary  acts  of  church  discipline  or  excision." 
In  ffarmofi  v.  Dreher,  the  court  held  that  '*  a  civil  court  will  not 
look  into  the  regularity  of  the  process  by  which  an  ecclesiastical 
body  proceeds  to  judgment."  These  cases  and  observations  are 
cited  with  approval  in  the  State  v.  Farris,  45  Mo.  183,  and  in 
Watson  V.  Oaruin.  54  id.  364.  This  court,  Bliss,  J.,  observes  : 
**  In  all  the  cases  we  find  it  first  every  where  taken  for  granted,  and  it 
must  necessarily  be  so  under  our  system,  that  in  matters  purely  eccle- 
siastical, not  affecting  property  rights,  the  decisions  of  the  projiep 
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church  judicatory  are  conclusive  upon  civil  tribunals.  They  will 
neither  inquire  into  their  correctness,  nor  qestion  their  accuracy." 
And  this  was  substantially  reiterated  by  Judge  Adams  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  on  a  motion  for  rehearing,  in  the  same 
cause,  in  which  he  said:  *•  In  matters  purely  religious  or  ecclesi- 
astical, the  civil  courts  havb  no  jurisdiction."  In  the  case  of  the 
GennanRefonned  Church  v.  Seiberf,  3  Penn.  282,  Seibert  was  ex- 
pelled from  the  church  by  the  consistory  without  the  consent  of  the 
congregjition,  which  was  required  by  the  articles  of  the  church  dis- 
cipline, and  the  court  held  that  *'  the  decisions  of  ecclesiastical 
courts,  like  any  other  judicial  tribunal,  are  final,  as  they  are  the 
best  judges  of  what  constitutes  an  offense  against  the  law  of  God 
and  the  discipline  of  the  church,"  and  ''grauting  that  the»consis- 
tory  had  proceeded  to  disfranchise  the  relator  without  the  consent 
of  the  congregation,  the  remedy  is  by  appeal  to  a  higher  tribunal." 
When  property  rights  are  involved  in  the  decisions  of  the  church 
judicatories,  such  decisions  may  be  reviewed  by  the  civil  courts, 
when  properly  brought  before  them.     Watson  v.  Oarvin^  supra. 

It  is  contended  by  respondent's  counsel  that  section  10,  article 
11,  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri,  requiring  the  civil  courts  to 
take  cognizance  of  all  cases  of  injuries  to  person,  property  or 
character,  gives  those  courts  jurisdiction  of  such  actions  as  this. 
It  simply  declares  that  '*  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every 
person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person, 
property  or  character. "  Persons  who  join  churches,  secret  societies, 
benevolent  associations  or  temperance  organizations,  voluntarily 
submit  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  those  bodies,  and  in  mat- 
ters of  faith  and  individual  conduct  affecting  their  relations  as 
members  thereof  subject  themselves  to  the  tribunals  established  by 
thoHe  bodies  to  pass  upon  such  questions,  and  if  aggrieved  by  a 
decision  against  them,  made  in  good  faith  by  such  judicatories,  they 
must  seek  their  redress  within  the  organization  as  provided  by  its 
bws  or  regulations.  If  the  civil  courts  should  assume  jurisdiction 
to  review  such  proceedings  upon  alleged  errors,  they  would  attempt 
to  administer  laws  not  recognized  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
the  State,  of  which  it  may  be  said,  without  disparagement  to  the 
judiciary,  they  may  be  as  ignorant  as  the  most  illiterate  member  of 
the  association.  Action  for  libel  and  slander  would  crowd  the 
docket  of  the  civil  courts,  which  would,  on  that  theory,  be  open  to 
the  complaint  of  every  man  expelled  from  a  church,  or  masonic  or 
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odd  fellows'  lodge  or  temperance  sociefcy,  and  every  woman  excluded 
from  any  of  the  societies  of  which  this  age  is  so  prolific.  Every 
such  expulsion  involves,  to  some  extent,  a  charge  of  moral  turpitude 
or  conduct  unbecoming  a  gentleman  or  lady.  The  constitutional 
provision  has  no  such  scope  as  this,  and  means  only  that  for  such 
wrongs  as  are  recognized  by  the  law  of  the  land  the  courts  shall  be 
open  and  afford  a  remedy. 

It  follows  from  the  principles  announced  in  the  above  cases  that 
if  a  judicatory  of  a  church  has  jurisdiction,  by  its  laws,  to  try  a 
member  for  an  offense  involving  immorality,  its  decision  is  final  and 
not  subject  to  be  reviewed  by  the  civil  courts  for  alleged  errors  ; 
that  the  civil  courts  will  not  examine  into  the  question  of  errors  in 
the  proceeding,  but  give  it  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  it  had 
been  regular  in  every  respect,  and  therefore  instructions  number 
five  and  ten,  given  for  plaintiff,  are  erroneous.  The  acts  o|  the  session 
in  suspending  and  expelling  plaintiff  afford  a  complete  defense  to  this 
action,  unless  the  charges  against  plaintiff  were  false,  and  the 
members  of  the  session  maliciously  and  falsely,  or  colorably  made  such 
proceedings  a  pretense  for  covering  an  intended  scandal.  Farns- 
worth  V.  Slorrs,  5  Cush.  412 ;  Streety  v.  Wood,  15  Barb.  105  ;  Shurtlef 
V.  Slevens,  61  Vt.  514 ;  s.  c,  31  Am.  Rep.  698.  And  the  burden  of 
proving  express  malice  is  upon  the  plaintiff.  Shurtleff  v.  Stevem, 
supra  ;  Townshend  on  Slander,  386  ;  2  Add.  Torts,  931  ;  Bradley 
V.  Heath,  12  Pick.  163  ;  Va7%  Wyck  v.  Asptnwall,  17  N.  Y.  190 ; 
Lewis  V.  OhaprnaUy  16  id.  369;  Vanderzee  v.  McGregor,  12 
Wend.  545;  Klink  v.  Colby,  46  N.  Y.  427;  8.  c,  7  Am,  Rep.  360. 
The  reading  the  preamble  and  resolutions  of  suspension  was  a  pub- 
lication within  the  meaning  of  that  term,  as  employed  in  relation  to 
libels  ;  but  when  a  member  has  been  excommunicated  it  may  be 
promulged  by  the  pastor  by  reading  the  resolution  of  expulsion  in 
the  presence  of  the  congregation,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
church,  and  that  act  will  of  itself  furnish  no  foundation  for  an  ac- 
tion against  him.  Farnsworth  v.  Storrs,  supra.  The  court  properly 
instructed  the  jury  that  neither  the  entry  upon  the  book  kept  by 
the  sessions  for  that  purpose,  of  the  resolution  of  suspension  and 
excommunication,  nor  the  announcement  of  the  latter  to  the  con- 
gregation by  Campbell,  was  a  publication  of  either  of  the  alleged 
libels,  but  should  also  have  included  in  the  instruction  the  preamble 
to  the  resolution  of  suspension.  It  also  correctly  declared  that  the 
writing  and  sending  of  the  letter  in  evidence  by  defendant  Sanders 
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to  plaintiff  was  no  publication  of  the  libel,  but  erred  in  declaring 
that  his  exhibition  of  the  paper  to  Uulett  and  McDonald,  members 
of  the  session,  for  their  signatures,  wtis  a  publication.  There  was 
no  evidence  that  Sanders  or  any  one  else  exhibited  the  resolution  to 
any  one  except  McDonald  and  Hulett,  members  of  the  session,  and 
the  testimony  was  that  it  was  shown  to  tliem  only  to  procure  their 
signature  to  the  paper  as  members  of  the  session.  That  this  was 
not  a  publication,  see  Vanderzee  v.  McGregor,  12  Wend.  545;  Klinck 
V.  Colby,  46  N.  Y.  428  ;  s.  c,  7  Am.  Rep.  360  ;  Lewis  v.  Chapman, 
16  N.  Y.  369. 

We  have  not  deemed   it  necessary  to  notice   particularly  the 
instructions  refused  or  given.     We  think  that  the  court,  on  a  new 
trial  of  this  cause,  can  determine,  by  what  is  contained  in  this 
opinion,  which  should  have  been  given  and  which  refused.    There 
\s  a  mass  of  testimony  in  relation  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several 
jndicatories  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  and  their  modes  of  pro- 
cedure, which  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  notice,  except  to  say 
that  it  was  clearly  shown  that  the  session  had  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
plaintiS  on  the  charges  preferred,  and  that  he  had  an  appeal  to  a 
higher  tribunal  in  the  church  from  its  decision  against  him. 
AJJ  concurring,  the  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

Judgment  reversed. 
A  motion  for  rehearing  was  overruled. 
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MORELAND   y.    MeTZ. 

(24  W.  Va.  119.) 

Damages  —  measure  —  breach  of  contract  to  convey  land, 

Tf  a  vendor  sells  land  with  warranty  of  title,  and  at  the  time  the  land  haR 
been  rented  .by  his  agent,  without  his  direction  or  knowledge,  and  the 
vendee  is  thereby  delayed  in  getting  possession,  the  measure  of  damages  is 
the  fair  rental  value  for  the  lost  time,  and  prima  facie  the  rent  agreed  to 
be  paid  by  the  tenant  is  the  fair  rental  value. 

FORECLOSURE  of  vendor's  lien.      The  head-note  states  the 
]X)int. 

A.  F.  Haymondy  A.  B.  Parsons,  and  W.  B.  Maxwell,  for  appel- 
lants. 

John  Barton  Payne,  for  appellees. 

Green,  J.  [Omitting  minor  matters.]  The  only  question  of 
controversy  is  :  Did  the  Circuit  Conrt  properly  confirm  the  balance 
id  tlio  credit  to  the  rent  of  the  land  for  the  year  that  Minerva  J. 
Mctz  could  not  get  possession  of  it  after  the  deed  was  made,  or 
bhould  the  court  have  gone  further  and  allowed  her  the  whole  or 
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any  part  of  the  damages  beyond  this  rent,  which  she  claimed  to 
have  suffered  from  her  being  unable  to  get  possession  ?  As  in  the 
judgment  of  some  of  the  courts  in  the  United  States  the  decision 
of  this  question  as  to  the  true  measure  of  damages  in  such  a  case 
would  depend  upon  whether  the  vendor  had  acted  fraudulently  in 
the  sale  and  deceived  and  misled  the  vendee,  I  propose,  before 
taking  up  and  considering  the  proper  measure  of  damages  in  this 
case,  to  consider  whether  it  be  true,  as  charged  by  the  defend- 
ant, that  the  bank  induced  the  appellants,  the  defendants  below, 
to  purchase  this  farm  by  false  and  fraudulent  misrepresentations  of 
facts  which  would  naturally  affect  that  estimation  of  its  value,  and 
also  by  the  false  and  fraudulent  representation  that  they  could  get 
immediate  possession  as  soon  as  the  sale  was  completed,  and  that 
the  purchase  was  made  because  of  these  false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations by  the  bank,  they  being  relied  upon  by  the  appellants 
as  true. 

[Omitting  this  discussion.] 

Stripped  of  the  extraneous  circumstances,  there  is,  I  think,  no 
diflSculty  in  determining  the  true  measure  of  damages  resulting 
from  the  breach  of  a  covenant  of  general  or  special  warranty  of  title. 
The  special  warranty  of  title  in  this  case  was  broken  by  the  renting 
of  this  land  for  a  year,  and  the  failure  to  place  the  vendee  in  pos- 
session, though  nothing  was  said  about  the  possession  being  deliv- 
erenl  in  the  deed,  or  in  the  contract  on  which  it  was  based.     If  a 
covenant  of  warranty  is  broken  in  Virginia  or  West  Virginia,  the 
Die^isnre  of  damages,  when  the  land  is  entirely  lost  to  the  vendee, 
is  the  purchase-money,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  actual 
eviction,  the  costs  incurred  in  defending  the  title,  and  such  dam- 
ages as  the  vendee  may  have  paid  or  may  be  shown  to  be  clearly 
liable  to  pay  the  i)er8on  who  evicted  him.     But  if  the  actual  value 
of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  sale  be  proven  to  be  greater  than  the 
niirchase-money  with  interest,  etc.,  perhaps  this  actual  value  might 
be  recovered   in  lieu  of  the  usual  measure  of  recovery.     Stout  v. 
JacJkson,  2   Rand.  132 ;   Tlirelkild's  Adrrir  v.   Fitzhugh's  ExWy  2 
Ijeigh,    451  ;   Jacksoii  v.  Turner,  5   id.    119 ;   Haffey's   Heirs  v. 
Birchetis,  U  id.  83. 

The  question  of  controversy,  in  Virginia,  was  formerly  whether 

the  value  of   the  land  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  the  value  of  the 

liuid  at  the  time  of  eviction  was  the  true  basis  for  the  measure  of 

/fimaces,  when  there  had  been  a  breach  of  u  covenant  of  warranty. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


248  WEST  VIRGINIA, 


Moreland  v.  Metz. 


But  it  was  finally  settled  in  Virginia,  as  in  this  State,  that  the  basis 
of  the  measure  of  damages  should  be  the  valae  of  the  land  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  and  not  at  the  time  of  the  eviction,  because  the 
covenant  of  warranty,  being  a  substitute  for  the  old  warrantia 
chart  (By  contained  generally  in  feoffments,  the  measure  of  recovery 
should  follow  that  of  the  old  action  of  warrantia  chartcBy  which 
was  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  not  at  the 
time  of  the  eviction.  Like  views  have  been  adopted  in  almost  all 
the  States  of  the  Union,  and  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  But  in  a  few  States  a  different  view  has  been  taken  ;  and 
the  covenant  of  warranty,  and  other  real  covenants  similar  to  it, 
have  been  regarded  veiy  much  like  other  personal  covenants,  and 
their  courts  have  declined  to  adopt  as  a  basis  for  the  measure  of 
damages  for  the  breach  of  covenants  of  warranty,  and  other  like 
real  covenants,  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  old  action  of  warrantia 
chartm,  but  instead  thereof  have  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  measure 
of  damages  for  the  breach  of  such  covenants  very  much  the  measure 
of  damages  controlling  in  ordinary  personal  covenants,  that  is, 
instead  of  putting  the  vendee  in  the  position  which  he  would  have 
been  had  he  never  entered  into  the  contract,  restoring  to  him  his 
purchase-money,  interest  and  costs  of  defending  the  title,  they 
adopting  the  general  rule,  put  the  vendee  in  the  condition  in 
whicli  he  would  have  been  if  the  vendor's  covenant  had  never  been 
broken.  This  is  done  by  adopting  as  the  basis  of  damages  the 
value  of  the  land,  including  all  improvements  upon  it  at  the  time 
of  the  eviction  of  the  vendee.  These  views  have  been  taken  by  the 
courts  of  Connecticut,  Vermont,  Maine,  and  Massachusetts,  and 
kilso  by  the  courts  of  Louisiana,  which  followed  the  civil  law,  and 
of  course  would  not  be  influenced  by  the  rule  in  the  old  common- 
law  action  of  warrantia  charts. 

When  the  grantor  is  turned  out  of  possession  or  kept  out  of  pos- 
session by  a  stranger  having  a  right  of  possession  for  an  unexpired 
term  in  the  premises  conveyed,  the  covenant  of  warranty  is  broken, 
and  the  measure  of  damages  in  such  case  is  the  annual  value  of  the 
land  for  the  time  the  vendee  is  thus  kept  out  of  possession,  together 
with  the  costs  recovered  against  the  grantor,  when  he  was  ejected, 
and  his  costs  and  counsel's  fees  in  defending  his  possession  against 
such  stranger,  if  it  were  a  case  of  eviction  for  a  term  of  years,  or 
some  specific  time.  Ricker  v.  Snyder,  9  Wend.  416.  If  a  grantor 
cannot  give  )>ossession  of  an  estate,  whicli  he  has  conveyed  with 
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coTenants  of  general  warranty  and  against  incumbrances,  because 
of  a  life-estate  in  the  land  conveyed  being  in  a  stranger,  this  is  a 
breach  of  the  warranty,  and  the  measure  of  the  damages  is  the 
value  of  the  estate  for  the  time  during  which  the  grantee  has  been 
or  will  be  kept  out  of  it.  See  Christy  v.  Ogle's  ExWy  33  111.  295. 
These  cases  seem  to  have  i-eached  a  conclusion,  which  is  but  a  sequence 
of  the  doctrine  laid  down,  as  we  have  seen,  in  nearly  all  the  States 
of  the  Union,  that  the  measure  of  damages  in  case  of  a  breach  of 
a  covenant  of  warranty  is  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the 
sale.  If  the  eviction  is  but  temporary,  as  for  a  number  of  years  or 
for  tlie  life  of  some  third  party,  the  measure  of  damages  should  be 
the  value  of  the  land  for  the  term  of  years  or  time  that  the  vendee 
is  evicted,  that  is  the  rental  value  of  the  land  for  the  time  the 
vendee  is  deprived  of  the  possession,  with  of  course  the  costs 
which  he  had  to  pay,  or  which  he  incurred  if  he  was  evicted  by 
suit. 

Wlien  however  the  rule  for  the  measure  of  damages,  which  has 
been  adopted  in  case  of  permanent  eviction,  is  different  from  the 
general  rule  prevailing  in  Virginia  and  nearly  all  the  other  States, 
as  for  instance  in  Massachusetts,  they  have  stated  also  a  different 
rule  when  the  eviction  is  for  years.  The  rule  stated  in  Earle  v. 
Kingsbury,  3  Cush.  206,  is  that  the  vendee  should  recover  a  just 
compensation  for  the  real  injury  resulting  to  him  by  such  eviction 
for  a  term  of  years.  It  is  admitted  that  this  is  a  very  vague  and 
uncertain  rule,  and  in  its  application  it  is  admitted  that  one  of 
the  modes,  in  which  this  just  compensation  might  be  ascertained, 
would  be  by  giving  the  annual  value  ;  and  it  was  suggested  that 
this  might  be  found  to  be  the  just  rule  in  the  case  then  before  the 
court.  In  Mills  v.  Catlin,  22  Vt.  107,  though  the  general  rule  for 
the  measure  of  damages,  when  there  is  a  total  eviction  of  the  grantee 
m  Vermont,  is  the  same  as  in  Massachusetts,  yet  where  the  incum- 
brance was  a  life  estate,  the  measure  of  damages  adopted  in  that 
case  was  the  value  of  the  life  estate' ;  but  the  court  seemed  to  think 
it  quite  questionable  whether  this  was  the  correct  measure  of  dam- 
ages. As  in  Massachusetts,  this  measure  of  damages  in  such  a  case 
does  not  seem  consistent  with  their  general  rule,  which  puts  the 
measure  of  damages  in  breaches  of  warranty  and  of  other  like  real 
covenants  on  the  same  basis  as  ordinary  personal  covenants.  But 
even  in  these  States,  where  the  eviction  is  not  in  fee  but  for  a  time 
only,  there  is  obviously  a  disposition  to  adopt  the  value  of  the 
Vol.  XLIX  — 32 
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estate  for  the  time  for  which  the  grantee  is  evicted,  as  the  best,  be- 
cause the  most  certain  measure  of  damages. 

In  Rhode  Island,  although  there  is  a  disposition  to  adopt  the 
Massachusetts  rule  for  measuring  damages  in  a  breach  of  a  cove- 
nant of  warranty  by  an  eviction  in  fee,  yet  in  Porter  v.  Bradley,  7 
R.  T.  538,  the  rule  for  the  measure  of  damages,  where  the  eviction 
wjis  for  the  unexpired  term  of  a  lease,  was  the  fair  rental  value  of 
the  laud  to  the  expiration  of  the  lease.  And  in  view  of  our  law 
granting  as  the  measure  of  damages,  where  there  is  a  breach  of  a 
warninty  by  an  eviction  in  fee  of  the  whole  land,  nothing  but  the 
value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  sale  and  interest  from  time  of  evic- 
tion and  costs,  and  our  refusal  to  allow  as  tlie  measure  of  damages 
the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  eviction,  or  any  thing  for 
improvements  which  the  gi*antee  may  have  put  on  the  land  and 
lost,  or  any  thing  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain,  if  it  were  a  good  one, 
or  any  thing  for  any  sort  of  inconvenience  to  which  he  may  have 
been  subjected  by  being  evicted  from  his  home,  it  would  seem  clear 
that  when  the  eviction  is  for  a  year,  as  in  this  case,  the  only  dam- 
;iT(*^  which  can  he  allowed  the  vendee  is  the  rental  value  for  such 
year.  The  rent  actually  paid  for  the  year  to  the  grantor  or  to  any 
one  rise  would  he  prima  facie  this  fair  rental  value  for  the  year; 
but  it  might  be  proven  that  it  was  less  than  the  fair  rental  value ; 
and  if  this  was  shown,  this  fair  rental  value  should  be  allowed,  and 
not  the  actual  rent  paid  that  year.     Boiling  v.    Lers7ier^  26  Gratt- 

In  this  en 80,  the  court  allowed  to  the  grantee  as  damages  for  the 
breacli  of  tlic  covenant  of  warranty  $50  which  was  proven 
to  be  the  actual  rent  paid  for  the  land  for  the  year  during  which 
the  gnmtee  did  hot  have  tlio  possession  of  it,  and  there  was  no 
proof  that  it  was  not  the  fair  rental  value  for  that  year.  The  court 
})roperly  adopted  it  as  such  fair  rental  value  and  as  the  true  meas- 
ure of  the  vendee's  charges  to  be  abated  from  the  purchase-money 
unpaid.  There  was  of  course  no  necessity  to  make  any  order  of 
reference  to  ascertain  this  damage,  for  it  was  simply  a  year's  rent 
of  the  farm,  which  could  readily  be  determined  by  the  court  with- 
out the  aid  of  a  commissioner's  report. 

If  the  fraud,  as  is  alleged  by  the  vendor,  induced  the  vendee  to 
purchase  the  farm  with  the  assurance  that  she  could  get  possession 
of  it  immediately,  and  if  she  purchased  because  she  wanted  a  home, 
into  whicli  she  oonld  move  with  her  family,  and  the  grantor  knew 
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when  he  sold  the  land  to  her  that  he  could  not  give  possession  of 
it  for  a  year,  and  fraudulently  concealed  this  from  her,  though  he 
knew  that  this  was  a  very  strong  reason  with  her  for  purchasing 
this  land,  then  in  certain  of  the  States  a  different  measure  of  dam- 
:igt*s  from  this  mere  rental  value  of  the  land  for  a  year  would  be 
a«iopted.  But  nowhere,  even  under  such  circumstances  as  I  have 
■  imagined  to  exist,  could  she  have  had  any  such  damages  as  she 
claims.  To  allow  such  claims  for  damages  in  any  case  would  be  to 
violate  fundamental  principles  of  law  by  giving  remote  and  specu- 
lative damages,  which  could  not  be  said  properly  to  have  been  the 
result  of  the  misconduct  and  fraud  of  the  vendor  had  he  been  guilty 
of  such  conduct.  But  most  of  the  damages  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant had  no  connection  as  cause  and  effect  with  the  supposed  mis- 
<-onduct  and  fraud  of  the  vendor. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  December  21,  1882,  must  be 
affirmed,  except  so  far  as  it  directs  a  sale  of  the  Marsh  farm  on  the 
terms  and  credits  prescribed  m  that  decree,  which  have  become  im- 
proper by  reason  of  the  notes  of  the  defendant  Minerva  J.  Metz, 
which  are  liens  on  the  lands,  having  become  due  and  payable  since 
the  said  decree  was  rendered.     And  thus  it  has  become  necessary 
and  ]>ro{>er  to  modify  this  portion  of  said  decree,  and  for  this  pur- 
pose* the  cause  must  be  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Tucker 
county  with  instructions  to  enter  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  this  Marsh 
farm  in  such  part  thereof  as  is  necessary  to  pay  the   lien  declared 
and  established  upon  it  by  said  decree  of  December  21,  1882,  and 
naming*  ii  commissioner  or  commissioners  to  make  such  sale,  fixing 
in  the  decree  such  terms  and  conditions  of  the  sale,  as  to  the  said 
Circuit  Court  may  seem  just  and  pi-oper,  and  otherwise  to  proceed 
with    thia  cause  according  to  the  principles  governing  courts   of 
equity  ;  and  the  appellants  must  pay  to  the  appellees  their  costs  m 
this  court  expended  and  $30  damages. 

Afflrtned  in  part    Remanded, 
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SODIKER   V.    ApPLBQATB. 

m  w.  V*.  4u.) 

Partnership  —  interest  in  profits  for  services. 

An  agreement  that  an  emplojee  shall  have  a  specified  share  of  the  profits  of 
the  business  for  bis  services  does  not  constitute  a  partnership.  {See  note, 
p.  255.) 


S 


UIT  to  settle  a  partnership.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.    The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 


G,   W.  Caldwell,  for  appellant. 
J,  C.  Wright,  for  appellee. 

Snyder,  J.  Suit  in  equity  brought  by  William  Sodiker  against 
Lewis  Applegate,  in  June,  1879,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Brooke 
county,  to  settle  the  accounts  of  an  alleged  partnership  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  for  running  a  grist  and  flour  mill,  buying 
and  selling  grain  and  the  products  of  the  mill.  The  bill  avers, 
that  by  the  terms  of  the  partnership  the  defendant  was  to  furnish 
the  grist-mill  then  owned  by  him  and  put  the  same  in  repair  at  his 
own  expense,  the  plaintiff  was  to  run  and  operate  the  mill,  the  funds 
for  carrying  on  the  business  and  keeping  the  mill  in  repair  was  to  be 
furnished  by  the  parties  in  equal  portions  and  the  profits  were  to 
be  shared  equally  between  them. 

The  defendant,  in  his  answer,  positively  denies  that  any  partner- 
ship of  any  kind  existed  between  him  and  the  plaintiff  ;  he  avers 
that  while  the  ])laintiff  worked  at  his  mill,  he  did  so  as  a  hired 
hand;  being  without  means  and  penniless,  he  was  employed  to  run 
the  mill  so  long  as  he  might  do  so  satisfactorily  to  the  defendant 
and  the  customers  of  the  mill.  The  cause  was  referred  to  a  com- 
missioner for  an  account, depositions  taken,  and  the  commissioner  re- 
l>ort(»d  tliat  in  his  opinion  no  partnership  existed,  but  if  the  court 
should  decide  that  the  proofs  established  a  partnership,  he  reported 
due  to  the  plaintiff  $126.87. 

The  ])laintiff  excepted  to  that  part  of  the  report  which  found 
thai  no  ])artnership  existed,  and  the  court  by  its  decree  of  June  14, 
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1883,  sustained  said  exception,  and  decreed  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
cover from  the  defendant  the  said  sum  of  $126.87  and  costs.  From 
this  decree  the  defendant  appealed. 

As  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  no  partnership  existed  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to 
the  evidence  in  relation  to  that  matter.  The  plaintiff  in  his  de- 
position, after  stating  the  terms  of  the  partnership  as  alleged  in  his 
bill,  says  :  "  I  did  grind  the  wheat  I  bought  with  my  own  money,  and 
sold  the  flour  on  my  own  account  and  got  the  money.  The  wheat  that 
Lewis  Applegate  bought  I  ground,  took  the  toll  from,  and  Applegate 
sold  the  flour  on  his  own  account.  All  the  other  grain  that  came  into 
the  mill  was  disposed  of  in  the  same  way."  He  exhibits  with  his 
deposition,  and  testifies  to  their  correctness,  certain  accounts  for 
work  done  by  him  and  for  bills  paid  for  repaira  to  the  mill,  for 
lH)arding  hands,  and  for  money  paid  for  wheat,  all  of  which  are 
made  out  in  his  name  against  the  defendant.  The  one-half  of  these 
accounts  is  what  constitutes  the  sum  found  by  the  commissioner, 
and  on  which  the  decree  against  the  defendant  is  based.  There  are 
no  credits  on  any  of  these  accounts  and  no  charges  of  any  kind  in 
favor  of  the  defendant.  Nothing  appears  as  to  the  business  of  the 
alleged  partnershij).  No  charges  in  favor  or  against  it.  In  fact^ 
there  is  not  in  the  evidence  or  the  accounts  filed  any  thing  having 
any  relation  to  the  affairs  of  any  partnership  or  any  thing  to  show 
that  any  partnership  business  was  done,  from  which  any  profits  or 
hisses  could  have  arisen.  If  any  partnership  existed,  the  facts 
altogether  fail  to  show  it.  The  accounts  filed  and  relied  on  by  the 
plaintiff  are  simply  charges  alleged  to  be  due  to  him  individually 
from  the  defendant.  They  are  made  out  not  against  any  firm,  but 
against  the  defendant  personally.  They  therefore  disclose  on  their 
face  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  regard  them  as  partnership  accounts, 
but  merely  as  items  due  to  him  from  the  defendant  for  work  done, 
money  paid,  etc.,  for  the  use  of  the  defendant  as  an  individual. 
For  these  claims,  if  they  are  just,  the  plaintiff  has  a  plain  and  ade- 
quate remedy  by  action  of  assumpsit  at  law. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  person  who  had  charge  of  the  business,  and 
if  there  was  any  partnership,  he  was  the  partner  to  render  an  ac- 
count, and  not  the  defendant.  But  instead  of  doing  so,  he  brings 
his  suit  based  exclusively  on  private  charges  in  his  favor  against  the 
defendant.  There  are  no  aflegations  or  proofs  anywhere  in  the 
record  that  there  are  any  assets  or  debts  belonging  to  or  due  from 
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the  alleged  partnership.  If  there  were  any  assets  or  profits  they 
ought  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  as  the  acting  partner,  and 
therefore  cause  for  a  suit  might  exist  against  him  for  an  account, 
but  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  why  he  should  have  occasion  to  sue 
the  defendant,  who  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  management  of  the 
alleged  partnership.  If  the  accounts  and  transactions  disclosed  in 
this  record  constitute  a  partnership  and  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
maintain  this  suit,  then  not  only  would  every  employee  be  a  part- 
ner of  his  employer,  but  every  person  who  had  a  private  account 
against  another  could  sue  his  debtor  as  a  partner  in  a  court  of  equity 
and  recover. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  evidence  in  this  cause  that  no  partnership 
existed.  The  only  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
is  stated  by  the  plaintiff  when  he  says  :  '^  My  agreement  was,  Mr. 
Applegate  was  to  furnish  me  a  house  to  live  in,  and  I  was  to  have 
the  half.  It  was  to  be  half  and  half  between  us.  Inside  i*epairs  of 
the  mill  were  to  be  done  by  mc,  and  half  of  the  expenses  to  be  paid 
by  each.  Outside  repairs  to  be  paid  by  Lewis  Applegate  ;  was  no 
agreement  by  us  as  to  losses." 

The  evident  meaning  of  this  language  as  shown  by  the  other 
testimony  and  facts  is,  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant to  take  charge  of  his  mill  as  miller,  and  for  his  services  in 
that  behalf  the  plaintiff  was  to  receive  one-half  the  tolls  or  ear!i- 
ings  of  the  mill.  The  half  of  the  earnings  or  profits  to  which  the 
plaintiff  thus  became  entitled  did  not  make  him  a  partner.  This 
merely  constituted  the  manner  of  payment  and  the  measure  of  his 
compensation  for  his  service  as  miller. 

To  constitute  a  partnership  between  the  parties  who  share  in  the 
profits,  the  interest  in  the  profits  must  be  mutual ;  that  is,  each 
person  must  have  a  specific  interest  in  the  profits  as  a  principal 
trader  ;  he  is  not  a  partner  if  he  merely  receives  out  of  the  profits 
a  compensation  for  his  services  as  an  agent,  employee,  or  servant. 
Coll.  Part.,  §  31,  Thus  where  A.  purchased  goods  for  an  adven- 
lure  on  the  credit  of  B.,  and  it  was  agreed,  "that  if  any  profits 
should  arise  from  them,  B.  should  have  one-half  for  his  trouble,  it 
was  held  that  this  was  not  a  partnership  between  the  parties." 
Het^ketli  V.  Blanchardy  4  East,  144.  In  all  cases  there  must  be  a 
participation  as  principal.  If  the  persons  merely  occupy  the  rela- 
tion of  principal  and  agent,  employer  and  employee  or  factor,  no 
partnership  can  be  predicated  upon  the  fact  that  such  agent,  em- 
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ployee  or  factor  receives  a  part  or  share  of  the  profits  for  his  ser- 
vices or  other  benefits  conferred.  This  proposition  is  illustrated  by 
iiamerous  cases,  among  which  are  the  following :  Berthold  v. 
Goldsmith,  24  How.  542 ;  Burckle  v.  Eckharl,  1  Den.  341 ;  Bow- 
yer  y.  Anderson,  2  Leigh,  650  ;  Chapline  v.  Conant,  3  W.  Va.  607  ; 
Oils  V.  Bridge,  23  id.  20 ;  Ilanna  v.  Flini,  14  Cal.  73 ;  Morgan  v. 
Steamee,  41  Vt,  397. 

In  every  partnership  there  is  a  community  of  interest,  but  every 
community  of  interest  dees  not  create  a  partnership.  There  must 
be  a  joint  ownership  of  the  partnership  funds,  or  a  joint  right  of 
control  over  them,  and  also  an  agreement  to  share  the  profits  and 
losses  arising  therefrom.  Thus  an  agreement  between  A.  and  B. 
that  A.  shall  work  B.'s  farm  upon  shares  and  divide  the  produce, 
does  not  constitute  them  partners  inter  sese  or  as  to  third  persons. 
Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  234.  Nor  are  the  owners  of  real  estate, 
who  contract  with  mechanics  to  build  a  mill  or  other  building  upon 
their  land,  partners  inter  sese,  but  either  party  paying  more  than 
his  share  of  the  expense  of  the  construction,  may  recover  such  ex- 
cess of  the  other  owner  in  assumpsit.  Porter  v.  McClare,  15  Wend. 
187. 

It  is  annecessary  to  illustrate  further  what  particular  facts  and 
agreements  do  or  do  not  constitute  a  partnership.  The  books  are 
full  of  nice  distinctions  and  definitions  showing  that  it  is  often 
difiScult  to  decide  to  which  class  the  particular  facts  and  circum- 
stances assign  cases.  In  the  case  before  us  however  there  is  no  such 
difficulty.  Under  none  of  the  authorities  or  definition  could  this 
be  classed  as  a  partnership. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  decree  complained  of  must 
be  reversed,  with  costs  to  the  appellant  and  the  plaintiffs  bill  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed, 

NoTK  BT  THS  Rbporter.—  See  82  Am.  Rep.  269 ;  86  id.  113 ;  25  id.  607  ; 

28  id.  94.  887  ;  87  id.  527  ;  48  id.  8  ;  42  id..99  ;  27  Eng.  Rep.  512  ;  8  Am.  Dec. 

297,  note  ;  Pond  ▼.  CummiM,  50  Comi.  872  ;  Bushing  v.  People,  42  Ark.  390. 

In  Ooihran  v.  Marmaduke,  60  Tex.  872,  the  court  said  :  "  Upon  the  trial  the 

eoart  instracted  the  jary,  that  '  If  defendant  loaned  or  advanced  money  to  J. 

^  wy   CMviness  to  be  osed  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  cotton,  hides,  etc. ,  and 

^  receive  a  part  of  the  profits  of  the  business  as  a  consideration  for  such 

Umn  or  advance,  I  instruct  you  that  he  was  a  partner,  but  if  on  the  other 

h     rl    lie  waa  to  receive  a  fixed  sum  from  the  profits  of  the  business  as  a  com- 

n«*tion  fo^  *^^  '"^  ^^  ^'*  money,  he  was  not  a  partner.' 
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"  Appellant  insists  that  the  conrt  erred  in  the  criterion  furnished  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  whether  or  not  he  was  in  fact  a  partner.  Both  at 
common  law  and  in  equity,  where  a  party  by  agreement  had  a  right  in  the 
entire  net  profits,  which  entitled  him  to  a  definite  share  as  profits,  he  was  con- 
sidered a  partner.     Chester  v.  Dickinson,  54  N.  Y.  1. 

"  It  is  not  essential  to  constitute  a  partnership  that  the  parties  were  by  agree- 
ment to  share  in  the  losses,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  they  are  to  have  a  community 
of  interest  in  the  profits  as  such.  Ooode  v.  McCartney,  10  Tex.  195  ;  Manhat- 
tan Brass  Co.  v.  Sears,  45  N.  Y.  797. 

'*  In  Story  on  Part.,  ^  58.  it  is  said  'that  he  who  is  to  take  apart  of 
the  profits  shall  by  operation  of  law  be  made  liable  to  losses  as  to  third  per- 
sons, because  by  taking  a  part  of  the  profits  he  takes  from  the  creditors  a  part 
of  that  fund  which  is  the  security  for  the  payment  of  their  debts.* 

"  In  determining  the  question  the  court  will  look  to  the  actual  relation  con- 
sequent upon  the  engagements  of  the  parties,  and  in  favor  of  creditors  they 
will  ordinarily  apply  the  doctrine  that  the  party  who  shares  in  the  profits 
must  also  l)ear  his  share  of  the  liabilities.  And  it  is  said  that  this  is  applied 
as  a  rule  of  \»\v.  That  to  obviate  its  force  and  effect,  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
the  parties  did  not  intend  a  partnership,  or  that  they  intended  there  should  be 
none.  To  do  this,  it  must  be  shown  that  they  intended  and  constituted  a 
distinct  and  different  relation  excluding  that  of  partnership.  Owens  v. 
MackaU,  33  Md.  282  ;  Parker  v.  Canfield,  37Conu.  250  ;  Eastman  v.  Cf^rk,  53 
X.  H.  276  ;  Leggett  v.  Hyde,  58  N.  Y.  272. 

'*  It  has  been  held  that  as  to  third  persons  it  is  sufficient  to  show  a  com- 
munion of  interest  in  the  profits  to  establish  the  relation  of  partnership. 
Shtridan  v.  Medora,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  469  ;   Lengle  v.  SmUh,  48  Mo.  276. 

* '  From  the.se  authorities  it  would  seem  that  if  appellant  advanced  the 
money,  upon  the  agreement  that  he  was  to  share  in  the  net  profits  resulting 
from  the  enterprise,  this  would  entitle  him  t>  an  account  to  ascertain  the  re- 
sult of  the  enterprise.  And  this,  together  with  the  further  fact  that  such 
profits  constitute  partnership  property  to  which  creditors  could  resort,  would 
<"onstitute  appellant  a  partner. 

'•  The  true  distinction  is  this  :  Where  a  clerk  or  agent  by  agreement  is  to 
r«H;eive  a  fixed  portion  of  the  profits  as  compensation  for  his  time  or  labor, 
that  he  does  this  as  clerk  or  agent  and  not  as  principal  ,  for  the  partnership 
fund  or  effects  may  be  legally  used  in  paying  such  clerk  or  agent  for  his  time 
and  services.  Therefore  the  fact  that  the  effects  are  not  resorted  to  for  this 
])ur])ose,  until  profits  have  accrued  and  become  effects,  would  not  make  the 
(!lerk  or  agent  receiving  such  effects  as  compensation  for  his  services  a  partner. 
But  when  one  advances  money  under  an  agreement  that  the  principal  is  to  be 
r«»f unded,  but  for  compensation  he  is  to  share  in  the  net  profits  of  the  adven- 
ture, this  makes  him  a  partner,  for  he  is  then  to  share  in  the  profits  as  a  prin- 
cipal and  not  as  a  clerk  or  agent." 

In  Claflin  v.  Hirsch,  New  York  Supreme  Ck>urt,  March,  1884,  it  was  held  that 
"An  agreement  by  which  a  person  participates  in  the  profits  only  of  a 
business  renders  such  persona  general  partner  as  to  third  persons. " 
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An  amiigement  by  whicli  one  person  is  to  share  the  profits  of  a  basiness 
with  another  does  not  make  him  a  general  partner  in  any  snch  sense  as  to  de- 
prive him  of  his  right  to  certain  additional  specific  compensation  which  has 
been  agreed  upon.    Hamper's  Appeal,  51  Mich.  71. 


State  v.  Febw. 

CM  W.  Va.  416.) 
CorUempt  —  congtructioe  —  Ubel  an  judges. 

A  publication  in  a  newspaper  when  and  where  a  court  is  sitting,  referring  to  a 
case  pending  therein,  and  charging  the  jndges  with  having  in  a  political 
cancns  advised  the  action  out  of  which  the  case  arose,  and  with  having 
pledged  themselves  to  the  caucus  to  adjudge  its  action  legal,  and  to  decide 
ihe  case  before  an  approaching  political  convention,  is  a  contempt  which  may 
be  summarily  punished  as  "misbehavior  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  or  so 
near  thereto  as  to  obstruct  or  interrupt  the  administration  of  justice." 

nROCEEDINGS  for  contempt.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 

John  A.  Hutchinson  and  W.  P,  Hubhard  for  respondents. 

JoHKSOK,  President.  It  is  claimed  in  the  answers,  that  the 
proceedings  in  this  case  are  irregular  ;  that  the  rule  is  too  yague 
and  indefinite  and  ought  only  to  have  issued  upon  affidavit.  There 
is  no  sufficient  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  here  that  would  jus^ 
tify  the  court  in  discharging  the  rule,  as  clearly  appears  by  the 
opinion  of  brother  Snyder,  which  meets  my  entire  approval.  The 
main  question,  the  one  most  discussed  at  the  bar  is  :  Has  the  court 
the  power  to  puni&h  summarily  a  constructive  contempt  of  the 
character  described  in  the  rule?  It  is  insisted  that  the  power  to 
punish  for  contempt  is  limited  by  sections  27  and  28  of  chapter  147 
of  the  Code.     The  said  two  sections  are  as  follows  : 

•^  27.  The  courts  and  judges  thereof  may  issue  attachments  for 
contempts  and  punish  them  summarily  only  in  the  cases  following: 
First,  misbehavior  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  or  so  near 
thereto  ns  to  obstruct  or  interrupt  the  administration  of  justice  ; 
Htx'ondly,  violence  or  threats  of  violence  to  a  judge  or  oflBcer  of  the 
court  or  U>  a  juror,  witness,  or  party  going  to,  attending  or  return- 
Vol.  XLIX  —  33 


Digitized  by 


Google 


258  WEST  VIRGINIA, 

State  V.  Frew. 


ing  from  the  court,  for  or  in  respect  of  any  act  or  proceeding  ha!d,  or 
to  be  had  in  such  court  ;  thirdly,  misbehavior  of  an  officer  of  the 
court  in  his  official  character  ;  fourthly,  disobedience  or  resistance 
of  any  officer  of  the  court,  juror,  witness,  or  other  person  to  nny 
lawful  process,  judgment,  decree  or  order  of  the  said  court/' 

"28.  No  court  shall,  without  a  jury,  for  any  such  contempt  as  is 
mentioned  in  the  first  class  embraced  in  the  preceding  section,  im 
pose  a  fine  exceeding  fifty  dollars  or  imprison  more  than  ten  d.iys. 
But  in  any  such  case  the  court  may  impanel  a  jury  (without  an  in- 
dictment or  other  formal  pleading),  to  ascertain  the  fine  or  impris- 
onment pro}:)er  to  be  inflicted,  and  may  give  judgment  according  to 
the  verdict." 

.  It  is  also  insisted  that  the  legislature  liad  the  right  thus  to  limit 
the  powers  of  courts  over  the  subject  of  contempts  and  entirely 
prohibit  the  courts  from  punishing  summarily  such  a  constructive 
contempt  jis  is  set  up  in  the  rule.  Counsel  cite  the  following  an 
thorities  to  sustain  this  position  :  Storey  v.  People^  7*J  111.  48  ;  s. 
c,  22  Am.  Rep.  158  ;  Whart.  PL  &  Pr.,  §g  957-961;  Trial  of  Judge- 
Peck,  pp.  87,  91,  92,  295,  400,  420 ;  Const,  of  State,  arts.  3,  G,  g 
39;  Ex  parte  Bollenan  and  Sioartout,  4  Cranch,  93;  Ex  parte 
ffardj/,  68  Ala.  303  ;  State  v.  Wooltej/,  1 1  Bush,  95  ;  W/uttem  v. 
Statfi,  30  Intl.  196;  20  Am.  Law.  Reg.  433;  United  Stales  \\  Xetr 
Bedford  Bridge,  1  Wood.  &  M.  440;  State  v.  Galloway,  5  Cold.  320: 
Ex  parte  Hickey,  4  8m.  &  M.  776;  People  v.  Yates,  6  Johns.  337: 
ffH/Hfneirscixsi\  9  Watts,  431;  Wheeling  v.  B.  dc  0.  li.  Co,,  13  Gratt. 
40;  Lindsay  v  Com'rs,  2  Bay,  61;  Hoover  \\  Wood,  9  Ind.  2S(i;  Ire- 
land y.  Turnpike  Co,^  19  Ohio  St.  373;  State  v.  Sauvinet,  24  La.  Ann. 
119;  Hill  V.  Crandall,  52  111.  70;  Lewis  v.  McElvain,  16  Ohio,  347;  Eic 
parte  Schenck,  65  N.  C.  353  ;  Weaver  v.  Hamilton,  2  Jones  L.  343; 
In  re  Daves,  81  N.  C.  72 ;  In  re  Walker,  82  id.  95  ;  Croinartie  v. 
Comers,  85  id.  211  ;  Du7iham  v.  State,  6  Iowa,  245  ;  State  v.  Ander- 
son, 40  id.  207  ;  Ex  parte  Edwards,  11  Fla.  185  ;  Stuurt  v.  People, 
3  Scam.  395  ;  Batchelder  v.  Moore,  42  Cal.  412 ;  Rutherford  v. 
Holmes,  5  Hun,  317  ;  Newton  v.  Com,,  1  Grant  Cas.  453 ;  Middle- 
brook  V.  State,  43  Conn.  258  ;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep.  650  ;  Deskin's 
Case,  4  Leigh,  685. 

The  case  in  79  Illinois  was  a  proceeding  against  Storey  for  con- 
tempt of  court  and  publication  of  certain  articles  in  the  Chicago 
Ti7nes  reflecting  upon  the  action  of  the  grand  jury  in  finding  in- 
dictmentnS  against  him  in  tlie  said  court.     The  court  below   found 
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him  guilty  and  sentenced  him  to  imprisonment  in  the  county  jail. 
To  this  judgment  he  obtained  a  writ  of  error.  Mr.  Justice  Schol- 
FiELD,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  after  referring  to  the 
fact  that  there  was  no  allegation,  that  the  publication  of  the  arti- 
cles is  calculated  to  prevent  the  obtaining  of  a  competent  petit  jury 
to  try  the  respondent  on  the  several  indictments,  or  that  the  judge, 
whose  duty  it  will  be  to  preside  during  such  trial,  will  in  anywise 
be  affected  thereby  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  said: 

[Omitting  extracts;] 

The  court  held  that  the  constitutional  provision,  **that  every 
person  may  freely  speak,  write  and  publish  on  all  subjects,  being 
responsible  for  the  abuse  of  that  liberty  ;  and  in  all  trials  for  libel, 
both  civil  and  criminal,  the  truth,  when  published  with '  good 
motives  and  for  justifiable  ends,  shall  be  a  sufficient  defense,"  ap- 
plies to  words  spoken  or  published  in  regard  to  judicial  conduct  and 
character. 

I  do  not  understand  this  case  as  overruling  People  v.  Wihoriy  but 
it  does  dissent  from  the  broad  gi'ound  taken  by  some  of  the  judges 
in  that  case.  It  is  true  that  Wharton  in  his  Criminal  Pleading  and 
Practice  takes  the  ground  that  a  contempt  of  the  character  now  un- 
der consideration  cannot  be  summarily  punished.  But  Bishop  (2 
Crim.  Law),  §  259,  takes  an  opposite  view  of  the  question.  In  the 
celebrated  case  of  Judge  Peck  there  was  nothing  decided,  jis  I 
understand  it,  except  that  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  believed 
that  the  action  of  the  judge  was  an  error  of  judgment.  It  seems 
to  me  apparent  that  Lawless  was  not  guilty  of  a  constructive  con- 
tempt unless  a  dignified  criticism  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
such  contempt ;  a  position  that  would  not  be  taken  by  any  court. 

In  Woolley^s  case,  11  Bush,  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  self- 
preservation  is  an  inherent  right  in  the  courts  not  derived  from  the 
legislature,  and  cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  legislative  will. 
Whether  the  legislature  might  interfere  with  the  manner  in  which 
courts  protect  themselves  from  insults  and  indignities,  was  doubted 
and  left  an  open  question.  This  was  a  contempt  to  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  Kentucky,  and  was  punished  by  a  fine. 

Arnold  r.  Comm.,  80  Ky.  300 :  s.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  480,  was  a 
writ  of  error  to  a  judgment  in  a  contempt  case,  the  contempt  hav- 
ing been  committed  in  the  presence  of  the  court.  Judge  Pryor, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  : 

[Omitting  extracts.] 
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yniittem  v.  State,  36  Ind.,  shows  that  the  legislature  in  that  State 
has  given,  if  it  could  give  power  to  the  courts  to  punish  either  di- 
rect or  constructive  contempts.  It  seems  to  me  the  case  of  imitate  v. 
Galloway,  5  Cold.,  properly  decides  nothing,  except  that  a  judg- 
ment for  contempt  by  an  inferior  court  could  not  be  reversed. 
The  criminal  court  of  Memphis  pronounced  judgment  of  fine  and 
imprisonment  upon  a  charge  of  contempt  against  Galloway  and 
Rhea,  the  editors  and  publishers  of  the  Memphis  Avalanche.  The 
alleged  contempt  was  an  editorial  article  published  in  said  paper^ 
purporting  to  give  the  particulars  and  denouncing  the  judge 
of  the  court  as  guilty  of  official  corruption  in  discharging 
upon  bail  a  prisoner  indicted  in  that  court  for  felony.  The  publi- 
cation was  made  a  day  or  two  after  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  on 
bail.  The  Tennessee  Code  provided,  that  "  the  power  of  the  several 
courts  of  this  State  to  issue  attachments  and  inflict  punishments  for 
contempt  of  court  shall  not  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  except 
the  following  eases:  The  provisions  are  similar  to  ours  in  most  re- 
spects, but  the  sixth  clause  provides  in  general  terms  for  *'  any 
other  act,  or  omission  declared  a  contempt  by  law."  The  court 
said  of  this  clause,  ''that  it  was  not  intended  to  embrace  and  did 
not  embrace  the  vast  and  undefined  scope  of  contempts  at  common 
law,  outside  of  the  clauses  prescribed  by  statutory  enactments.*' 
The  court  further  said,  that  no  writ  of  error  lay  to  the  judgment 
and  a  judgment  refusing  to  discharge  the  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus 
could  not  be  reversed;  that  the  **  power  of  the  courts  to  punish  for 
contempts  without  appellate  supervision,  though  absolutely  essential 
to  the  protection,  efficacy  and  existence  of  the  courts,  is  nevertheless 
(capable  of  being  exercised  unwisely  and  corruptly.  Absolute  and 
complete  protection  or  redress  against  such  injudicious  or  improper 
exercise  of  the  power  is  in  its  nature  as  to  many  cases  impossible 
to  be  given.  In  the  organization  and  maintenance  of  government 
it  is  impossible  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  reposing  powers  in  func- 
tionaries, whose  action  must  be  final  and  inevitable."  The  court 
seemed  to  think  that  the  power  of  the  court  in  the  case  before  it 
was  improperly  exercised,  but  it  was  not  subject  to  review. 

The  case  in  4  Smedes  &  Marshall,  is  not  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Mississippi,  and  the  opinion  there  pronounced  and  so 
much  relied  on  in  the  argument  before  us  was  the  opinion  of  a 
single  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  pronounced  in  discharging  a 
prisoner  on  writ  of  habeas  corpus.     Another  judge,  under  like  cir- 
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camstances,  expresses  a  different  opinion  m  Ex  parte  Adams,  25 
Miss.  883,  in  which  he  held,  that  "  the  right  of  courts  of  justice  to 
punish  by  fine  and  imprisonment  for  contempts  of  their  authority 
is  an  inherent  right  pertaining  to  them,  which  they  can  exer- 
cise independent  of  any  statute."  But  in  Watson  v.  Willtamsy 
36 Miss.  331,  which  was  heard  on  appeal,  the  court  held:  ''The 
nght  of  punishing  contempts  by  summary  conviction  is  a  neces- 
«»ry  attribute  of  judicial  power,  inherent  in  all  courts  of  justice 
from  the  very  nature  of  their  organization,  and  essential  to 
their  existence  and  protection  and  to  the  due  administration  of  jus- 
tice. It  is  a  trust  given  to  the  courts  not  for  themselves,  but  for 
the  people  whose  laws  they  enforce,  and  whose  authority  they  exer- 
cise, and  each  court  has  the  power  for  itself  finally  to  adjudicate 
iwid  punish  contempts  without  interference  from  any  other.  The 
right  to  punish  for  contempts  extends  not  only  to  acts  which  di- 
rectly and  openly  insult  and  resist  the  powers  of  the  court,  or  the 
persons  of  the  judges,  but  to  indirect  and  constructive  contempts 
which  obstruct  the  process  and  degrade  the  authority  of  the 
court." 

The  court  said  in  Batchelder  v.  Moore,  ^"Z  Cal.  412:  **The 
power  of  a  court  to  punish  for  an  alleged  contempt  of  its  authority, 
though  undoubted,  is  in  its  nature  arbitrary,  and  its  exercise  is  not 
to  be  upheld,  except  under  the  circumstances  and  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  law."  It  did  not  then  appear  that  the  statute  did 
wot  confer  ample  power  for  the  proper  protection  of  the  courts,  and 
this  authority  therefore  recognizes  the  right  of  the  legislature  to 
hmit  and  regulate  but  not  to  take  away  the  right  of  self  protection 
from  the  courts. 

I«  Ex  parte  Schenck,  65  N.  C.  353,  it  was  held  that  ''  the  act  of 

^P"'  4, 1871,  declaring  that  no  attorney  who  has  been  duly  licensed 

to  practice  law  shall  be  debarred  or  deprived  of  his  license  and  right 

to  practice,  except  upon  conviction  for  a  criminal  offense  or  after 

confession  in   open  court,  is  constitutional;  that  said  act  does  not 

takeaway  any  of  the  inherent  rights  which  are  absolutely  essential  in 

tlie  administration  of  justice. "    This  case  does  not  overrule  Fx  parte 

MooTB  or  Ex  parte  BiggSy  in  63  and  64  N.  C.    To  these  last  cases  I 

wiJJ  refer  m  another  part  of  this  opinion. 

In  Walker's  case,  82  N.  0.  95,  it  was  held,  that  it  was  unlawful 
to  imprison  for  more  than  thirty  days  for  a  contempt  of  court,  cit- 
ing the  statute.     The  constitutionality  of  the  act  is  not  discussed, 
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and  it  seems  to  be  admitted  by  the  court  that  the  legislature  ha.s 
the  right  to  regulate  the  power  to  punish  for  contempts. 

Again  Cromartie  v.  CoviWs,  85  N.  C.  211,  was  a  construction  of 
a  statute  without  considering  its  constitutionality;  and  it  was  held 
that  **  under  the  tict  of  18(38-9,  chapter  117,  tlie  court  has  no  power 
to  punish  a  contempt  already  committed  by  an  imprisonment  of  in- 
definite dunition,  but  it  may  by  proceedings  as  for  contempt  coerce 
obedience  to  any  lawful  order  by  imprisoning  the  contumacious 
j)arty,  until  he  shall  comply.'' 

DtinJutm  V.  Slafe,  6  Iowa,  245,  was  a  writ  of  error  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court,  punishing  for  a  contempt  an  editor  for 
a  libel  on  the  court  during  a  trial;  and  the  court  held,  reversing 
the  judgment,  that  ''  the  publication  of  articles  in  a  newspaper,  re- 
flecting upon  the  conduct  of  a  judge  in  relation  to  cases  pending 
in  his  court,  and  which  were  disposed  of  before  the  publication,  or 
the  publication  of  the  evidence  and  arguments  of  counsel  in  a  case 
undisposed  of,  in  which  there  was  no  rule  of  court  prohibiting  such 
publication,  however  unjust  and  libellous  the  publication  may  be,  do 
not  amount  to  contemptuous  or  violent  behavior  toward  the  court, 
imder  chapter  94  of  the  Code,  nor  are  they  so  calculated  to  imi)ede, 
einbarnuss  or  obstruct  the  court  in  the  administration  of  the  law,  as 
to  justify  tlie  summary  i)unishment  of  the  offender  under  that  chap- 
ter." In  that  case  the  court  said:  *' We  are  strongly  inclined  to 
think  however  that  the  j^rovisions  of  tlie  Code  upon  this  subject 
must  be  regarded  as  a  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  courts  to 
punish  for  any  other  contemj)ts.  We  can  conceive  of  no  i)ossible  state 
of  case  in  which  the  exercise*of  this  power  might  become  necessary  for 
the  protection  of  the  court,  or  the  due  administration  of  the  law, 
that  is  not  covered  by  these  provisions.  If  such  a  case  could  by  pos- 
sibility arise,  we  would  not  siiy  that  by  virtue  of  its  inherent  )>ower, 
the  punishment  might  not  be  inflicted.''  They  admit  the  right  to 
regulate  the  power,  but  not  to  take  away  any  that  is  necessary  for 
the  courts  in  properly  administering  the  law. 

In  Sfafe  v.  Anderson,  40  Iowa,  207,  it  Avas  held,  ''that  the  pub- 
lication by  an  attorney  in  a  newspaper,  criticising  the  rulings  of  the 
court  in  a  case  tried  and  determined  prior  to  the  publication,  doe^ 
not  (Hmstitute  contemptuous  or  violent  behavior  toward  the  court, 
])unis]mble  as  contempt.  Whether  the  publication  if  made  during 
the  pond in][^  of  the  trial,  would  justify  the  court  in  punishing  the 
writer  for  contempt,  quwre.^^ 
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In  Exports  Edwards,  11  Fla.  174,  it  was  held:  *'In  the  absence 
of  any  sfcatatory  limitation  or  restriction,  the  power  of  the  several 
courts  over  the  matter  of  'contempts'  is  omnipotent,  and  its  exer- 
cise in  any  particular  case  is  not  to  be  questioned  by  any  other  tri- 
hiinatl.  It  is  tlie  great  bulwark  established  bj  the  common  law  for 
tlic  protection  of  courts  of  justice,  and  for  the  maintenance  of  their 
iligiiity,  anthority  and  eflSciency.  By  our  statute  the  power  to  pun- 
i>h  for  *  contempts '  is  limited  to  fine  and  imprisonment,  the  fine 
in  any  case  not  to  exceed  $100  or  imprisonment  thirty  days,  and 
this  statute  is  made  to  apply  as  well  to  courts  of  equity  as 
lo  courts  of  common  law.  As  applicable  to  Courts  of  Chancery, 
the  restrictions  in  the  statute  must  be  confined  to  such  acts 
;is  are  the  subject  merely  of  punishment.  It  never  was  designed 
to  deprive  that  court  of  its  ancient  authority  to  enforce  its 
artirmative  orders  or  decrees,  or  any  order  or  decree,  whether 
.iftirmative  or  otherwise,  which  may  be  pronounced  at  the  final 
Ilea  ring  of  the  cause."  The  court  says  of  the  power  of  courts  over 
the  subject,  j).  186:  **  This  is  the  great  bulwark  established  by  the 
(*omnion  law  for  the  protection  of  courts  of  justice,  and  for  the 
maintenance  of  their  dignity,  authority  and  efficiency,  and  neither 
in  England  nor  in  the  United  States  has  this  unrestricted  power 
Imvu    seriously  questioned." 

In  Rutherford  v.  Holmes,  5  Hun,  317,  it  is  held  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  York,  not  the  Court  of  Appeals,  which  is  the  court 
of  last  resort:  *'  The  power  to  punish  for  contempt  is,  in  its  nature, 
an  exception  to  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  and  it  cannot  be 
extended  iu  the  least  degree  beyond  th^limits  which  have  been  im- 
posed by  statute."  This  was  a  review  of  a  contempt  proceeding  by 
a  justice  of  the  i)eace. 

In  Middlehrook  v.  State,  43  Conn.  257;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep.  650; 
it  was  held:  '*  The  statute  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  conferring  the 
|K)wer  to  punish  for  contempts,  but  merely  as  regulating  an  existing 
|H>wer.  The  power  is  inherent  in  all  courts."  In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court  Carpenter,  J.,  said:  '^  But  independently 
of  tlie  statute  we  think  the  power  is  inherent  in  all  courts.  A 
court  of  justice  must  of  necessity  have  the  power  to  preserve  its 
own  dignity  and  protect  itself.  In  re  Cooper,  32  Vt.  257;  Slate  v. 
Woodfin,  5  Ired.  L.  199;  Stephen^s  case,  404.  Many  other  cases 
might  be,  cit^d  to  the  same  point  but  it  is  unnecessary,  as  we  are 
aware  of  no  authority  directly  in  point  to  the  contrary." 
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I  have  reviewed  the  strongest  cases  cited  by  coansel  to  sustain 
their  position,  and  deem  it  unnecessary  to  refer  to  their  other  cita- 
tions more  particularly. 

Judge  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Torts,  424,  says:  *'  It  has  also 
been  held  in  many  cases  that  the  publication  of  an  article  in  a  news- 
paper commenting  on  proceedings  in  court  then  pending  and  un- 
determined, or  upon  the  court  in  its  relation  thereto,  made  at  a  time 
and  under  circumstances  calculated  to  affect  the  cause  of  justice  in 
such  proceedings,  and  obviously  intended  for  that  purpose,  may  Ixj 
punished  as  a  contempt,  even  though  the  court  was  not  in  session 
when  the  publication  was  made.  Such  a  publication  when  made 
however,  is  a  continuous  wrong,  as  much  as  would  be  something  of 
a  physical  nature,  planned  in  advance  and  so  arranged  as  that  its 
natural  and  necessary  results  should  be  to  throw  the  court  into 
disorder  and  confusion  when  its  sitting  should  commence.'^ 

In  Spaulding  v.  People,  7  Hill,  301,  it  was  said  by  Nelson,  C. 
J.:  **  The  remedy  by  indictment  is  of  ttimes  found  too  tardy  for  the 
exigency  of  the  case;  and  hence  the  law  has  always  authorized  the 
mere  summary  prpceeding  by  attachment  as  for  a  criminal  con- 
tempt, whereby  the  offender  is  arraigned  at  once  upon  the  charges 
and  the  courts  of  justice  more  promptly  vindicated  and  sustained. 
As  has  been  well  remarked  in  reference  to  this  subject,  laws  with- 
out a  competent  authority  to  secure  their  administration  from  dis- 
obedience and  contempt  would  be  in  vain  and  nugatory.  A  power 
in  the  courts  of  justice  therefore  to  suppress  such  contempts,  by  am 
immediate  attachment  of  the  offender,  results  from  the  first  prin- 
ciples of  judicial  cstablishpjents,  and  must  be  an  inseparable  attend- 
smt  upon  every  superior  tribunal." 

In  Yates  v.  Lansing,  9  Johns.  417,  Platt,  Senator,  said:  *^  A 
contempt  is  an  offense  against  the  court  as  an  organ  of  justice;  and 
the  court  can  rightfully  punish  it  on  summary  conviction,  whether 
the  same  act  be  punishable  as  a  crime  or  misdemeanor,  on  indict- 
ment, or  not.  *  *  *  A  conviction  or  indictment  will  not  purge 
the  contempt;  nor  will  a  conviction  for  contempt  be  a  bar  to  an 
indictment.'^ 

In  Rutherford  v.  Holmes,  66  N.  Y.  369,  it  was  held:  "A  court 
of  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  power  to  adjudge  a  person  in  con- 
tempt and  to  punish  him  therefor  save  in  the  cases  prescribed  in 
the  statute."  Judges  Andrews  and  Miller,  dissented.  The  two 
dissenting  judges  must  have  thought  that  even  a  justice  of  the 
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peace  could  not  be  by  statute  deprived  of  his  necessary  power  to 
punish  for  certain  contempts. 

In  Matter  of  Kernngan,  33  N.  J.  L.  344,  it  was  held:  *'  The 
power  to  punish  by  commitment  for  contempt  is  a  power  belonging 
only  to  judges  of  certain  courts,  and  does  not  arise  from  the  mere 
exercise  of  judicial  functions.  The  power  so  far  as  it  may  be  exer- 
cised by  judicial  ofBcers  is  an  incident  to  a  court,  belonging  alike 
to  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction,  but  not  extending  at  the  common 
law,  below  such  as  are  courts  of  record,  recognized  in  the  common 
law.'' 

In  Cartwrighfs  case,  114  Mass.  238,  Gray,  C.  J.,  said:  "The 
summary  power  to  commit  and  punish  for  coirtempts  tending  to  ob- 
^^truct  or  degrade  the  administration  of  justice  is  inherent  in  Courts 
of  Chancery  and  other  Supreme  Courts  as  essential  to  the  execution 
of  their  powers,  and  to  the  maintenance  of  their  authority,  and 
\s  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  Magna  Charta 
and  of  the  twelfth  article  of  our  Declaration  of  Rights." 

In  State  v.  Matthews^  37  N.  H.  450,  it  was  held,  that  '*the  au- 
thority to  punish  contempt  is  a  necessary  incident,  inherent  in  the 
organization  of  all  legislative  bodies,  and  all  courts  of  law  or 
t-quity." 

In  Sturoc's  case,  48  N.  H.  428,  it  was  held:  ''  The  publication  of 
:in  article  in  a  newspaper  printed  and  circulated  in  the  place  where 
A  court  is  sitting,  reflecting  in  severe  and  opprobrious  terms  on  the 
character  of  a  criminal  prosecution  then  pending  in  court  and  stand- 
ing in  order  for  trial,  if  the  publication  is  made  at  a  time  and  in 
circumstances  such  as  would  naturally  bring  it  to  the  notice  of 
jurors  and  others  who  are  in  attendance  upon  the  court,  is  a  con- 
tempt of  court  and  punishable  as  such  by  summary  process." 

In  Morrison  v.  McDonald,  21  Me.  650,  it  was  held:  "The 
power  to  commit  for  contempts  of  courts  is  incidental  to  all  courts 
of  record. " 

In  Cfaudy  v.  State,  13  Neb.  445,  it  was  held:  "The  District 
Court  has  authority  to  punish  by  proceedings  for  contempt  any  per- 
son who  attempts  to  corrupt  or  unlawfully  influence  jurors  in  a  case 
pending  before  the  court."  It  was  further  held,  that  "  as  the  pro- 
c^eeding  was  solely  to  protect  justice  from  obstruction,  the  accused 
lA  not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury." 

In  State  v.  Williams,  2  Speer,  26,  it  was  held:     "The  seventh 
and  eightli  clauses  of  the  act  of  1839,  in  relation  to  the  office  of  con- 
Vor.  XLIX  — 34 
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stal^le,  which  prescribe  the  proceeding  by  indictment  m  cases  of 
official  misconduct,  do  not  supersede  or  impair  a  judge's  coipmon- 
1  aw  jurisdiction  over  the  subordinate  officers  of  court,  so  ^  to  de- 
jmve  him  of  the  power  without  indictment  of  punishing  a  constable 
for  contempt,  or  of  ordering  him  to  be  put  under  a  rule  to  show 
cause  why  he  should  not  be  stricken  from  the  roll  for  official  mis- 
demeanor coming  under  the  observation  of  the  judge  himself,  or 
which  may  be  brought  to  his  knowledge  through  official  channels. 
The  remedy  provided  by  this  act  is  rather  to  be  regarded  as  cumu- 
lative than  exclusive." 

In  the  old  case  of  Respubhca  v.  Oswald,  1  Dal.  319,  decided  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  m  1788,  it  appears  from  the 
opinion  of  McKea^n,  C.  J.,  that  it  was  a  motion  for  an  attachment 
against  Eleazer  Oswald,  printer  and  publisher  of  the  Independent 
Gazetteer,  That  an  action  for  libel  had  been  instituted  in  that 
court,  in  which  Andrew  Brown  was  plaintiff  and  said  Oswald  de- 
fendant; that  a  question  with  respect  to  bail  in  the  action  had  been 
agitated  before  one  of  the  judges,  from  whose  order  discharging  the 
defendant  on  common  bail  the  plaintiff  had  appealed  to  the  court; 
and  that  Oswald's  appeal  to  the  public  through  his  paper,  which  was 
the  immediate  subject  of  complaint,  related  to  the  action  then  pend- 
ing before  the  court.  It  was  contended  that  the  published  address  w:is 
intended  to  prejudice  the  public  mind  upon  the  merits  of  the  cause, 
by  propagating  an  opinion  that  Brown  was  the  instrument  of  a 
party  to  persecute  and  destroy  the  defendant;  that  he  acted  under 
the  particular  influence  of  Dr.  Rush,  whose  brother  was  a  judge  of 
the  court,  and  in  short  from  the  ancient  prejudices  of  all  the  judges 
the  defendant  did  not  stand  the  chance  of  a  fair  trial.  The  chief 
justice  said:  *'  Assertions  and  imputations  of  this  kind  are  certainly 
calculated  to  defeat  and  discredit  the  administration  of  justice. 
Let  us  therefore  inquire  first  whether  they  ought  to  be  considered 
as  a  contempt  of  the  court;  and  secondly,  whether  the  offender  is 
punishable  by  attachment. "  The  court  decided  both  questions  in 
the  jiffirmative;  and  the  following  judgment  was  pronounced  by  the 
chief  justice:  "  Eleazer  Oswald,  having  yesterday  considered  the 
charge  against  you,  we  were  unammously  of  the  opinion  that  it 
amounted  to  a  contempt  of  the  court.  Some  doubts  were  suggested, 
whether  even  a  contempt  of  the  court  Wiis  punishable  by  attach- 
ment; but  not  only  my  brethren  and  myself,  but  likewise  all  the 
judiros  of  Plntrland,  think  that  without  this  power  no  court  could 
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possibly  exist;  nay,  that  no  contempt  conld  indeed  be  committed 
sigainst  os^  we  should  be  so  truly  contemptible.     The  law  upon  the 
subject  IS  of  immemorable  antiquity,  and  there  is  not  any  period 
when  It  can  be  said  to  have  ceased  or  discontinued.    On  this  point 
therefore  we  entertain  no  doubt     But  some  difficulty  has  arisen 
with  respect  to  our  sentence;  for  on  the  one  hand  we  have  been  in- 
formed of  your  circumstances,  and  on  the  other  we  have  seen  your 
conduct;  your  circumstances  are  small,  but  your  offense  is  great 
and   persisted  in.     Since  however  the  question  seems  to  resolve 
itself  into  this,  whether  you  shall  bend  to  the  law  or  the  law  shall 
bend  to  you,  it  is  our  duty  to  determine  that  the  former  shall  be  the 
ease.     Upon  the  whole  therefore  the  court  pronounces  this  sentence : 
That  you  pay  a  fine  of  ten  pounds  to  the  Commonwealth;  that  you 
be  imprisoned  for  the  space  of  one  month,  that  is  from  the  15th 
day  of  July  next  to  the  15th  day  of  August  next;  and  afterward 
until  the  fine  and  costs  are  paid.     Sheriff,  he  is  in  your  custody." 
In  Passmore's  case,  3  Yeates,  441,  decided  by  the  same  court  in 
1802,  it  was  held:     "The  publication  of  a  paper  to  prejudice  the 
])ublic  mind  in  a  cause  depending  is  a  contempt,  if  it  manifestly  re- 
fers to  the  cause  thougli  it  does  not  expressly  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  writing.     But  however  libellous  the  paper  may  be,  the  court  can 
have  no  cbgnizance  of  it  in  a  summary  way,  unless  it  be  a  contempt. " 
In  that  case  the  publication  related  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  civil  suit 
against  said  Passmore.     Shipped,  C.  J.,  said:     "  However  libellous 
the  publication  complained  of  may  be,  we  have  no  cognizance  of 
it  in  this  summary  mode,  unless  it  be  a  contempt  of  the  court.     2 
Atk.  4G9.     But  we  are  unanimously  of  opinion  that  in  point  of  law 
it  IS  snch  a  contempt,  and  readily  concur  with  Lord  Hardwicke 
that  '  there  cannot  beany  thing  of  greater  consequence  than  to  keep 
the  streams  of  justice  clear  and  pure,  that  parties  may  proceed  with 
safety  both  to  themselves  and  their  characters.'     2  Atk.  461,     If 
the  minds  of  the  pubhccan  be  prejudiced,  by  such  improper  publi- 
cations, before  a  cause  is  heard,  justice  cannot  be  administered. 
The  defendant  has  set  at  naught  the  advice  we  gave  him  when  we 
ordere<l  the  attachment.     He  has  made  no  atonement  whatever  to 
the  person  whom  he  has  so  deeply  injured,  and  he  can  only  blame 
himself  for  the  consequences.     The  judgment  of  the  court  is,  that 
the  defendant  pay  a  fine  of  $50  to  the  Commonwealth,  and  be  im- 
prisoned in  the  debtors'  prison  for  thirty  days,  and  afterward  until 
the  fine  and  costs  are  paid." 
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On  April  3,  1809,  the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania  passed  an  act, 
the  second  section  of  which  provided,  that  ''  publications  out  of 
court  respecting  the  conduct  of  the  judges,  officers  of  the  court, 
jurors,  witnesses,  parties  or  any  of  them,  if  in  and  concerning  any 
cause  pending  before  any  court  of  this  Commonwealth,  shall  not  be 
construed  a  contempt  of  the  said  court,  so  as  to  render  the  author, 
printer,  publisher,  or  either  of  them  liable  to  attachment  and  sum- 
mary punishment  for  the  same,  etc.,  but  authorizes  a  proceeding 
by  indictment  for  the  same,  and  gives  the  party  aggrieved  his  action 
at  law  to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  sustained,"  No  case  from 
Pennsylvania  has  been  cited  and  none  found  by  us,  in  which  the 
constitutionality  of  this  act  has  been  declared  or  even  discussed. 

In  the  case  of  Hummel  and  Bishoff,  9  Watts,  416,  a  section  of 
the  contempt  law  was  construed  on  writ  of  error,  and  it  was  held 
the  defendants  were  officers  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  June 
16,  1836,  restricting  the  powers  of  the  several  courts  to  issue  at- 
tachments, and  to  inflict  summary  punishments  for  contempts 
of  court,  and  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  summarily 
punishing  the  defendants. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  none  of  the  numerous  authorities,  which 
we  have  cited,  has  it  been  expressly  held,  that  it  is  within  the 
legislative  power  to  so  limit  the  right  of  the  courts  df  record, 
as  to  take  from  them  their  inherent  power  to  punish  summarily 
constructive  contempts,  when  the  exercise  of  such  right  is  essential 
to  the  administration  of  justice.  But  in  a  number  of  cases  it  has 
been  held  that  the  legislature  cannot  impose  such  limit. 

In  Hughes  v.  People,  5  Col.  436,  it  appears  that  the  Code  of  Col- 
orado provided,  that  **  tjie  following  acts  or  omissions  shall  be 
deemed  a  contempt "  (then  follow  the  classes).  The  court  evi- 
dently did  not  regard  the  contempt  as  coming  within  the  provis- 
ions of  the  statute;  and  Stoke,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said:  '' Aside  from  the  inapt  language  and  faulty  manner 
of  expression,  these  enumerated  causes  of  legal  contempt  in  the 
(Jode  are  much  narrower  than  the  common  law."  Then  after 
quoting  the  language  of  Bbeese,  J.,  in  Sttuirt  v.  Peophy  3  Scam. 
395,  that  the  language  of  the  statute  might  with  great  propriety 
•*  bo  regarded  us  a  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  court  to  punish 
for  any  other  contempt,"  further  says,  "while  we  do  not  think 
upon  the  whole  case  this  language  intended  to  declare  a  doctrine  so 
broadly  as  is  contended  for  it,  there  are  on  the  other  hand  ample 
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aathorities  for  the  more  reasonable  doctrine,  that  such  a  statutory 
enameration  of  causes  as  is  found  in  our  Code,  when  applied  to 
the  ever  varjring  facts  and  circumstances,  out  of  which  questions 
for  contempt  arise,  cannot  be  taken  as  the  arbitrary  measure  and 
limit  of  the  inherent  power  of  a  court  for  its  own  preservation,  and 
for  that  proper  dignity  of  authority  which  is  essential  to  the 
effective  administration  of  justice." 

In  WoolUtfs  case,  11  Bush,  95,  Lindsay,  J,,  said:  '*  We  will 
not  in  this  case  determine,  whether  under  the  Constitution  the 
legislative  department  under  the  guise  of  regulating  proceedings  in 
cases  of  contempt  can  take  from  the  judiciary  the  power  to  preserve 
its  independence  and  equality  by  protecting  itself  against  insults 
iuid  indignities.  The  right  of  self-preservation  is  an  inherent 
right  in  the  courts.  It  is  not  derived  from  the  legislature  and 
cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  legislative  will.  The  power  of 
the  legislative  department  to  interfere  with  the  manner  in  which 
the  judicial  department  shall  protect  itself  against  insults  and 
indignities  is  denied  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas  (State  v. 
Morrill,  16  Ark.  324),  and  doubted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  Ex  parte  Robinson,  19  Wall.  510.  It  remains  an 
open  question  in  this  State  and  we  intend  in  this  case  to  so  leave 
it.'' 

In  People  v.  Wilson,  64  111.  195,  it  was  held  that  '*  the  power  to 
punish  for  contempts  is  an  incident  to  all  courts  of  justice  inde 
pendent  of  statutory  provisions;  that  the  statute  which  declares 
that  the  Supreme  Court  *  shall  have  power  to  punish  contempts 
offered  by  any  person  to  it  while  sitting '  merely  aflSrms  a  pre-exist- 
ent  power,  and  does  not  attempt  to  restrict  its  exercise  to  contempts 
in  the  presence  of  the  court,  but  leaves  them  to  be  determined  by 
the  principles  of  the  common  law.  And  if  a  statute  should  be  re- 
garded as  a  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  court  to  punish  for 
any  other  contempts  than  those  committed  in  its  presence,  yet  in  this 
power  would  necessarily  be  included  all  acts  calculated  to  impede, 
embarrass  or  obstruct  the  court  in  the  administration  of  justice. 
Such  acts  would  be  considered  as  done  in  the  presence  of  the  court." 
And  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  in  that  case  punished  by  attach- 
ment the  publisher  and  editor  of  a  newspaper  for  publishing  in  a  city 
of  the  State,  remote  from  where  the  court  was  sitting,  a  charge  of 
bribery  against  the  court  on  account  of  its  action  in  a  case  pending  on 
a  writ  of  error. 
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In  Ex  parte  Moore,  63  N.  C.  397,  the  Supreme  Court  of  North 
C«rr6lina  asserted  the  right  to  punish  suramarily  for  contempt  an 
attorney  at  its  bar  for  a  publication  of  an  article  in  a  newspaper  re- 
flecting on  the  court  and  published  when  the  court  was  not  in  ses- 
sion. And  the  court  held :  **  A  court  has  power  to  require  tlie 
members  of  its  bar  to  purge  themselves  from  a  charge  of  contemi>t 
incurred  by  their  publishing  over  their  names  in  a  newspaper  libel- 
lous matter,  directly  tending  to  impair  the  respect  due  to  its  mem- 
bers." The  objectionable  language  used  toward  the  court  was  as 
follows:  *'  The  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  singly  or  e/i  masse, 
moved  from  that  becoming  propriety  so  indispensable  to  secure  the 
respect  of  the  people,  and  throwing  aside  the  ermine,  rushed  into 
the  mad  contest  of  politics  under  the  excitement  of  drums  and  flags 
*  *  *  and  will  yield  to  every  temptation  to  serve  their  fellow- 
j>artisans,  and  are  unfit  to  hold  the  balances  of  justice." 

In  the  case  of  State  v.  Morrill,  16  Ark.  3S4,  the  court  directly 
holds,  that  a  statute  taking  away  the  right  of  a  court  summarily  to 
punish  for  a  constructive  contempt  is  unconstitutional.  The  court 
in  an  able  and  elaborate  opinion  by  English,  C.  S.,  held,  that  it 
had  the  constitutional  power  to  punish  as  for  contempt  for  the  pub- 
licaition  of  a  libel  made  during  a  term  of  the  court  in  reference  to  a 
ciuse  then  decided,  and  imputing  to  the  court  officially  bribery  in 
making  the  decision;  ''such  power  being  inherent  in  courts  of  jus- 
tice, springing  into  existence  upon  their  creation  as  a  necessary  in- 
cident to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  them,"  and 
that  **  the  legislature  may  regulate  the  exercise  of  but  cannot 
abridge  the  express  or  necessarily  implied  powers  granted  to  this 
court  by  the  Constitution;"  that  the  statute.  Digest,  chapter  36 
ocetion  1,  "  so  far  as  it  sanctions  the  powers  of  the  courts  to  punish 
as  contempt  the  acts  therein  enumerated,  is  merely  declaratory  of 
what  the  law  was  before  its  passage; "  that  the  prohibitory  clause  is 
entitled  to  respect  as  an  opinion  of  the  legislature,  but  is  not  bind- 
ing on  the  courts;  that  "by  the  common  law  the  courts  possessed 
the  power  to  punish  as  for  contempt  libellous  publications  upon  their 
proceedings,  pending  or  past,  upon  the  ground  that  they  tended  to 
degrade  the  tribunals,  destroy  that  public  confidence  and  respect 
for  their  judgments  and  decrees  so  essentially  necessary  to  the  good 
order  and  well-being  of  society,  and  most  effectually  obstructed  the 
free  course  of  justice;  "  that  "  when  the  Supreme  Court  was  created 
by  the  Constitution  and  certain  judicial  powers  coiiferrod  upon  it, 
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tfaeipower  to  panish  contempts  of  its  aathority  was  impliedly  given 
to  it  as  a  necessary  incident  to  the  exercise  of  its  express  powers." 

In  Dandridge^s  case,  2  Va.  408,  it  appears  that  the  Circuit 
judge  being  about  to  enter  the  court-house  for  the  purpose  of  open- 
ing court,  Dandridge,  who  was  standing  at  the  door,  grossly  in8ult.ed 
him,  charging  him  with  corruption  and  cowardice  in  delivering  an 
opinion  in  a  ease  at  a  previous  term  of  the  court,  in  which  Dandridge 
had  some  interest.  Proceedings  for  contempt  having  been  instituted 
against  him,  the  case  was  adjourned  to  the  General  Court  of  Virginia 
on  account  of  its  importance,  novelty  and  difficulty.  By  the  General 
Court  the  whole  doctrine  of  constructive  contempt  is  discussed 
thoroughly  and  ably,  and  the  conclusion  was  reached  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  defendant  was  punishable  as  a  contempt. 

It  is  conceded  hero  in  the  argument  that  it  is  not  in  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  take  from  courts  the  inherent  power  possessed  by 
them  to  punish  contempts  in  the  face  of  the  courts;  but  it  is  in- 
sisted that  the  legislature  may  at  will  deprive  the  courts  of  the 
}K>wer  to  punisli  summarily  constructive  contempts  such  as  that  de- 
sirribod  in  the  rule.  At  common  law,  as  clearly  appears  in  Dan- 
>lridgp*s  case,  tho  iK)wer  to  punish  for  such  constructive  con- 
tempts was  :is  much  an  inherent  because  a  necessary  power,  as 
to  punish  for  direct  contempts;  and  as  we  have  seen,  this  po^ 
.HJtioii  is  abundantly  sustained  by  authority.  Does  not  the 
reason  for  the  existence  of  the  power  as  much  obtain  in  the 
one  case  as  the  other  ?  If  an  attorney  at  the  bar  should  charge  the 
court  in  its  presence  with  being  bribed  to  decide  the  cause  under 
argiinient  against  his  client,  no  one  would  doubt  for  a  moment  the 
right  of  the  court  to  summarily  punish  him  for  such  contempt. 
Why?  Not  because  he  had  interrupted  the  court  in  its  dispatch  of 
business;  for  there  was  no  interruption  in  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
The  court  would  have  the  right  to  punish  the  offender,  because  the 
language  used  was  designed  and  calculated  to  destroy  the  confidence 
of  the  people  in  the  court,  and  to  degrade  the  court  in  the  opinion 
of  the  public,  and  to  corrupt  the  streams  of  justice.  In  such  case 
the  court  would  be  wanting  in  respect  for  the  people,  whose  ser- 
vant it  is,  if  it  did  not  summarily  punish  the  offender.  There  may 
nt>t  have  been  a  half  dozen  persons  in  the  court- room  to  hear  the 
charge  of  corruption  against  the  court,  yet  it  would  be  not  only 
the  right  but  the  duty  of  the  court  to  punish  such  a  contempt.  Is 
it  not  absurd  to  say,  that  if  the  same  attorney  had   published  tbe 
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same  charge  in  a  newspaper  printed  in  the  town  where  the  court 
was  sitting,  which  was  read  by  thousands,  aye,  read  in  the  court- 
room within  view  of  the  court  it  was  designed  to  affect,  he  would 
not  be  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court,  for  which  he  should  be  sum- 
marily punished?  If  a  suit  for  libel  would  be  an  ample  vindication, 
as  is  stated  by  the  judge,  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  Stuart  v. 
People,  3  Scam.,  in  the  one  case,  a  slander  suit  would  be  in  the 
other.  Such  a  suggestion  is  disgusting  to  a  man  of  honor.  It  will 
be  a  sorry  day  when  the  practice  shall  obtain  among  judges  of  the 
court  of  last  resort,  who  hold  the  dearest  interests  of  the  people  in 
their  hands,  when  in  their  judicial  capacity  they  may  be  grossly 
libelled,  to  leave  their  high  positions  and  go  before  a  jury  in  a  libel 
suit,  be  subjected  to  the  coarse  criticism  of  defendant's  counsel, 
and  if  they  succeed  in  their  suit,  have  it  cast  in  their  teeth,  that 
they  were  influenced  by  sordid  motives.  Who  would  have  any  re- 
spect for  a  judge  who  would  pursue  such  a  course?  Would  he  not 
under  such  circumstances  deserve  the  contempt  of  every  good  citizen? 
Besides,  what  right  would  he  have  individually  to  recover  damages 
for  a  wrong  committed  against  him  in  his  judicial  capacity,  for  an 
injury  done  the  people  in  his  person?  In  such  cases  the  individual 
must  always  be  separated  from  the  judge.  The  court  has  no  right 
to  punish  as  for  contempt  one  who  lihels  an  individual,  who  happens 
to  be  the  judge;  but  it  is  a  contempt  of  tlie  court,  as  such,  and  an 
insult  to  the  people  represented  by  the  court,  which  alone  the  court 
can  punish  as  such.  Scarcely  less  repulsive  to  all  sense  of  judicial 
dignity  is  the  suggestion  that  the  judge  should  play  the  role  of 
prosecuting  witness  in  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  libel.  If  that 
day  shall  ever  come,  when  such  shall  be  the  only  protection  left  to 
courts  of  justice  against  publications  affecting  their  judicial  integ- 
rity, none  but  the  base  and  vicious  can  be  expected  to  occupy  ju- 
dicial position. 

It  was  well  and  truly  said  by  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Ap- 
peals of  Mississippi  in  Watson  v.  Williams,  36  Miss.  341:  **  In  this 
country  all  courts  derive  their  authority  from  the  people,  and  hold 
it  in  trust  for  their  security  and  benefit.  In  this  State  all  judges 
are  elected  by  the  people,  and  hold  their  authority  in  a  double  sense 
directly  from  them;  the  power  they  exercise  is  but  the  authority  of 
the  people  themselves,  exercised  through  courts  as  their  agents. 
It  is  the  authority  and  law  emanating  from  the  people,  which  the 
judg(\<  sit  to  exercise  and  enforce.    Contempts  against  these  conrti. 
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in  the  administration  of  the  laws,  are  insults  offered  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  people  themselves,  and  not  to  the  humble  agents  of 
the  law  whom  they  employ  in  the  conduct  of  their  goyemment. 
The  power  to  compel  the  lawless  offender  against  decency  and  pro- 
priety, to  respect  the  laws  of  his  country  and  submit  to  their  au- 
thority (a  duty  to  which  the  good  citizen  yields  hearty  obedience 
without  compulsion),  must  exist,  or  courts  and  laws  operate  at  last 
as  a  restraint  upon  the  upright  who  need  no  restraint,  and  a  license 
to  the  offenders  whom  they  are  made  to  subdue/' 

We  are  well  aware  that  the  trust  reposed  in  us  to  protect  the 
people's  court  from  degradation  is  a  delicate  as  well  as  a  sacred 
trust.  The  power  claimed,  it  is  said,  is  arbitrary  and  liable  to 
abusa  That  is  no  reason  why  the  power  should  not  exist  and  be 
reposed  somewhere.  The  few  instances  in  whicli  this  power  has 
b^n  used  during  the  last  century  show  that  it  was  wisely  placed 
and  may  be  safely  left  in  the  hands  of  the  courts.  It  is  well  estab- 
lished by  the  authorities,  that  the  power  is  inherent  in  courts  of 
justice  to  summarily  punish  constructive  as  well  as  direct  contempts. 
And  in  this  country,  where  the  courts  are  in  the  divisions  of  power 
by  the  Constitutions  of  the  several  States  constituted  a  separate 
and  distinct  department  of  government,  clothed  witli  jurisdiction, 
and  not  expressly  limited  by  the  Constitution  in  their  powers  to 
punish  for  contempfc,  the  inherent  power  that  is  thus  necessarily 
granted  them  cannot  be  taken  away  by  the  legislative  department 
of  the  government.  The  Supreme  Court;  of  Arkansas  in  16  Ark. 
390,  said:  ^*The  legislature  may  regulate  the  exercise  of  but 
cannot  abridge  the  express  or  necessarily  implied  powers  granted 
to  this  court  by  the  Constitution.  If  it  could,  it  might  encroach 
upon  both  the  judicial  and  executive  departments,  and  draw  to  it- 
self all  the  powers  of  government,  and  thereby  destroy  that  admir- 
able system  of  checks  and  balances,  to  be  found*  in  the  organic 
frame-work  of  both  Federal  and  State  institutions,  and  a  favorite 
theory  in  the  governments  of  the  American  people." 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  power  to  punish  contempts  need  be 
exercised  in  this  country  to  the  same  extent  allowed  by  the  common 
law.  Mr.  Justice  Scon,  in  Neel  v.  State,  4  Eng.  263,  said:  '*  It 
has  never  been  contended  in  this  country,  that  the  common  law, 
although  it  is  our  birthright,  and  in  force  among  us,  without  ex- 
press recognition  by  our  Constitution  and  laws,  was  ever  actually  in 
force  in  all  its  length  and  breadth,  but  only  to  an  extent  that  was 
Vol-.  XLIX  — 35 
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uot  ,wliolly  inconsistent  with  these  great  principles,  upon  which  our 
freiJ  i^istitutions,  purely  American,  have  been  rea^red  and  main- 
tained. So  these  doctrines,  which  we  are  considering  (powers  of 
courts  to  punish  contempts),  in  being  recognized  by  the  courts 
must  be  regarded  as  having  received  a  corresponding  abatement  of 
tho^e  of  its  lineaments  which  are  at  open  war  with  the  nature  and 
character  of  our  Cons'titution,  and  the  actual  state  of  things  among 
lis,  lender  its  legitimate  operation,  or  it  would  be  an  exotic  that 
could  not  germinate  in  our  soil."  Therefore  courts  will  tolerate  the 
regulation  of  the  power,  so  that  the  legislature  does  not  by  such 
regulation  substantially  destroy  the  efficiency  of  the  court 

The  courts  must  have  just  enough  power  and  will  exercise  it  for 
tji^ir  own  protection,  and  they  want  and  demand  no  more.  Whether 
or  no  the  legislature  in  its  regulation  has  left  sufficient  power  for 
tlie  purpose,  the  court,  which  is  called  to  exercise  it,  must  be  the 
sole  judge,  unless  its  judgment  may  be  reviewed,  and  in  that  case 
the  court  of  last  resort  would  be  the  exclusive  judge.  There  is  no 
disposition  in  the  courts  to  seek  opportunities  to  exercise  this  power; 
and  it  will  not  be  exercised,  unless  there  is  a  necessity  for  it.  When 
a  judge  remembers  that  he  has  no  right  to  avenge  in  this  manner 
individual  wrongs,  but  only  an  injury  to  the  court,  the  people's 
court,  it  becomes  a  matter  of  stern  and  inflexible  duty  from  the 
j>erformance  of  which  under  his  official  oath  lie  dare  not  shrink. 
For  he  well  knows,  that  as  the  ermine  was  spotless  when  he  put  it 
on,  the  people  expect  him  to  leave  it  as  untarnished  for  his  suc- 
cessor. 

We  have  thus  far  been  considering  whether  the  legislature  has 
the  right  to  limit  the  power  of  courts  created  by  Constitutions.  It 
is  very  different  as  to  its  power  over  courts  of  its  own  creation. 

In  Ex  parte  Robimon,  19  Wall.  505,  it  was  held  that  Congress 
had  the  power  to  limit  the  right  of  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts 
of  the  United  States  to  punish  contempts  because  they  were  the 
creations  of  Congress.  Mr.  Justice  Field,  indelivermg  theopniion 
of  tlie  court  in  perfect  accord  with  the  authorities  we  have  cited, 
said:  '*The  power  to  punish  for  contempts  is  inherent  in  all 
courts;  its  existence  is  essential  to  the  promotion  of  order,  in  judi- 
(jial  proceedings,  and  to  the  enforcement  of  the  judgments,  orders 
and  writs  of  the  courts,  and  consequently  to  the  due  administration 
of  justice.  The  moment  the  courts  of  the  United  States  were 
called  into  existence,  and  invested  with  jurisdiction  over  any  subject 
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they  became  possessed  of  this  power.  But  the  power  lias  beeu 
limited  and  defined  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  2,  1831.  The 
act  in  terms  applies  to  all  courts;  whether  it  can  be  held  to  limit 
the  authority  of  the  Supreme  Court,  which  derives  its  existence  and 
powers  from  the  Constitution,  may  perhaps  be  a  matter  of  doubt. 
But  that  it  applies  to  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts  there  can  be 
no  question.  These  courts  were  created  by  act  of  Congress.  Their 
powers  and  duties  depend  upon  the  act  calling  into  existence,  or 
subsequent  acts  extending  or  limiting  their  jurisdiction.  The  act 
of  1831  is  therefore  to  them  the  law  specifying  the  cases  in  which 
summary  punishments  for  contempts  may  be  inflicted." 

We  have  already  seen  that  the  power  of  courts  created  by  the 
Constitution  to  punish  contempts  is  an  inherent  power  without 
which  they  might  wholly  fail  in  the  object  of  their  creation.  When 
a  court  is  created  and  exists  by  some  legislative  act,  it  follows  that 
the  iK)wer  which  creates  must  confer,  and  can  take  away  its  juris- 
diction at  its  pleasure.  As  a  consequence  of  this,  the  same  power 
can  define  contempts  against,  and  prescribe  the  measure  and  mode 
of  punishment,  or  even  withhold  altogether  from  such  court,  the 
power  to  punish  the  same.  These  are  not  questions  of  power 
but  of  expediency  only,  and  of  this  the  legislature  must  judge. 
But  if  the  court  be  created,  and  its  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the 
Constitution,  then  the  power  to  punish  for  contempts  inherent  in 
such  court  also  exists  by  virtue  of  the  Constitution,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  constitutional  provision  authorizing  the  legislature  to 
do  SO9  it  cannot  deprive  such  court  of  that  power. 

It  is  contended  however  that  the  General  Court  of  Virginia  in 
the  case  of  the  Commonwealth  v.  DeskiTis,  etc,  reported  in  4  Leigh, 
decided  that  the  act  of  the  general  assembly,  passed  on  April  16, 
1851,  defining  contempts,  and  limiting  the  iK)wer  of  the  courts  to 
puniish  the  same,  deprived  the  courts  of  the  power  to  punish  sum- 
marily any  contempts,  except  those  therein  enumerated. 

[Omitting  this  discussion.] 

Is  the  publication  complained  of  here  a  contempt  to  this  court? 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  books  do  not  furnish  a  clearer  case  of  con- 
tempt. It  is  a  contempt,  because  it  charges  three  of  the  judges  of 
this  court,  acting  in  their  judicial  capacity,  with  an  ofifense,  which 
if  true  is  just  ground  of  impeachment;  with  an  offense  calculated 
to  degrade  the  court  and  t^ostroy  all  confidence  of  the  people  therein. 
If  to  charge  three  of  the  judges  of  tliis  court  with  having  attended 
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a  political  caacus  and  advised  a  certain  action  by  the  same,  coupled 
with  the  promise,  that  as  a  court  they  would  sustain  the  action  of 
the  caucus,  and  then  in  pursuance  of  that  pledge  made  more  than  a 
year  ago,  the  same  judges  as  a  court  were  about  to  decide  the  case 
then  before  them  as  the  caucus  desired,  is  not  a  contempt  of  the 
court  then  it  seems  to  us  that  nothing  would  constitute  a  con- 
tempt.  If  to  charge  a  court  or  a  majority  of  its  members  with 
having  prostituted  their  high  and  sacred  trust  to  base  political  pur- 
poses is  not  a  contempt,  then  we  may  truly  say  that  such  a  thing 
does  not  exist.  The  article  on  its  face  shows  moreover  that  it  Was 
intended  to  influence  the  decision  of  the  court  in  the  cause,  to 
which  reference  is  therein  made,  and  which  was  then  pending,  or 
to  prevent  the  court  from  deciding  it  at  the  present  term.  That 
it  had  no  such  effect  is  not  material,  so  far  as  the  contempt  is  con- 
femed.  It  first  says:  '^  The  campaign  is  shaping  itself.  It  leaks 
out  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  is  to  be  brought  to  the  res- 
cue in  a  decision  affirming  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  exemption 
act,  and  declaring  the  supplemental  assessment  order  to  be  lawful 
and  right.  This  is  in  effect  what  was  promised  by  the  three  Supreme 
Court  judges  to  the  democratic  caucus  before  the  order  was  issued." 
Again:  **  Three  out  of  four  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  told  the 
ilcmocratic  caucus  more  than  a  year  ago  to  go  ahead  and  rely  on 
the  backing  of  the  court."  This  is  a  charge  of  infamy  against  the 
court.  But  it  is  further  charged,  that  the  decision  would  be 
hastened  by  the  court,  against  the  interests  of  one  of  the  candi- 
dates for  nomination  for  governor.  Thus  again  charging  the  court 
with  using  its  powers  for  political  purposes.  Then  comes  the 
clause,  the  manifest  intent  of  which  was  to  compel  the  court  to  de- 
cide against  its  supposed  convictions  or  not  now  decide  at  all,  and 
charging  it  with  being  capable  of  deciding  a  cause,  not  from  its  con- 
victions, but  as  convenience  or  political  desires  might  dictate. 
It  says:  '^Of  course  it  was  not  intended  that  the  purpose  of 
the  court  should  be  made  public,  and  publicity  may  induce 
the  court  to  change  its  mind  just  to  show  that  somebody  has  been 
taking  liberties  with  the  text  and  misrepresenting  the  court.  We 
shall  see  what  we  shall  see. " 

[Omitting  minor  questions.] 

It  is  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  court,  that  an  attachment 
issue  against  John  Frew  and  C.  B.  Hart,  returnable  forthwith. 

Jndfjment  affirmed. 
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Horn  BROOKS  v.  Lucas. 

(S4  W.  Va.  49B.) 

Landlord  and  Uf^ant  —  dUtress  —  taking  note  for  rmU» 

A  Imdlord,  taking  the  negotiable  note  of  his  tenant  for  rent,  maj  not  distrain 
or  soe  for  the  rent  nntil  the  matarity  and  non-payment  of  the  note. 

i  CTION  on  bond  on  distress-warrant.     The  opinion  states  the 
A    facts. 

W,  P.  Hubbard,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

D,  Peek,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Grkbk,  J.     The  only  question  really  involved  in  this  case:    Can  a 
landlord,  who  either  before  or  after  rent  is  due  takes  from  his  ten- 
ant a  negotiable  note  for  the  rent,  payable  on  time,  before  this  ne- 
gotiable note  becomes  due  distrain  his  tenant  for  the  rent? 
[Minor  matter  omitted.] 

Bnt  though  it  is  clear,  that  the  acceptance  of  these  negotiable 
notes  of  Lucas,  the  tenant,  by  the  landlords  did  not  extinguish  the 
rent  due  from  Lucas,  yet  it  seems  to  me,  it  did  operate  as  a  suspen- 
sion of  the  right  of  his  landlords  to  enforce  the   payment  of  this 
rent  in  any  manner,  till  after  the  notes  became  due  and  payable. 
The  cases  in  our  own  State  above  cited  show  clearly,  that  if  instead 
of  rent  the  claim  against  Lucas  had  been  due  by  a  simple  contract, 
whether  in  writing  or  not,  the  simple   taking  from   him  of   notes 
payable  at  a  future  time  for  the  debt  due  would  have  operated  as 
conditional  payment  and  have  therefore  suspended  the  enforce- 
ment of  such  debt,  till  the  notes  taken  for  it  were  due  and  payable, 
ao  agreement  being  implied  from  the  mere  acceptance  of  the  note 
of  a  debtor  payable  at  a  future  time,  that  the  creditor  would  ex- 
tend the  time  of  payment  of  the  debt,  till  the  note  taken  by  him 
should  become  due  and  payable.     But  of  course  to  make  this  im- 
plied agreement  binding  on  the  creditor,  there  must  be  some  con- 
sideration to  support  it.     This  is  not  expressly  stated  in  these  cases 
in  our  courts  generally;  but  in  every  case  where  the  taking  of  a  note 
ot  the  debtor  payable  at  a  future  time  has  been  considered  by  our 
courts  as  a  conditional  payment  of  a  previous  debt,  that  is,  as  oper- 
^^lng  as  an  agreement  on  the  purt  of  the  creditor  to  suspend  his 
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right  of  suit  till  the  note  taken  by  him  for  his  debt  is  due^ 
there  has  always  been  some  consideration  to  support  this  implied 
agreement.  Take  for  instance  the  last  of  these  West  Virginia  cases. 
Bank  v.  Oood,  21  W.  Va,  455,  point  3  of  syllabus.  This  court 
decided  in  that  case:  "The  giving  of  a  new  note  for  an  old  one 
which  had  become  due — the  amount  and  maker  of  the  two  jiiotes 
being  the  same  —  will  not  be  treated  as  a  payment  or  extinguish- 
ment of  the  old  note  or  the  pre-existing  debt,  unless  the  parties  so 
expressly  agree;  but  it  will  be  regarded  merely  as  an  extension  of 
credit"  But  if  we  look  at  the  cjise,  in  which  it  was  thus  held  that 
the  giving  of  the  new  note  was  an  extension  of  the  credit  by  impli- 
cation, it  will  be  seen  (see  p.  456)  that  the  interest  on  the  new  note 
was  paid  in  advance  and  was  the  obvious  consideration,  which 
moved  the  creditor  to  grant  sucli  extension  of  credit  to  the  debtor. 
Had  not  this  or  some  otlier  consideration  existed,  1  presume  this 
extension  of  credit  by  the  taking  of  a  new  note  payable  at  a  future 
time  would  have  been  regarded  as  rendering  this  agreement  to  ex- 
tend the  credit  a  nudum  pactum  ;  and  the  creditor  could  have 
sued  on  the  old  not^  or  debt,  before  the  new  note  became  due  and 
payable. 

The  same  conclusion,  it  seems  to  me,  would  follow,  if  a  new  bond 
was  given  for  an  old  *bond,  the  amount  of  the  bond  and  the  obligor 
or  obligors  in  it  being  the  same  as  in  the  old  bond,  and  the  new 
bond  being  payable  on  time  and  not  bearing  interest  till  it  fell  due. 
In  such  case,  as  the  obligor  or  obligors  in  the  new  bond  would  be 
the  same  and  would  be  bound  in  the  same  manner,  so  that  the 
i^iving  of  the  new  bond  could  not  possibly  prejudice  the  obligors  in 
it  nor  benefit  the  obligee;  the  implied  agreement  to  extend  the 
credit  on  the  old  bond  would,  it  seems  to  me,  be  a  nudum  pactum 
iind  void,  and  therefore  the  old  bond  or  debt  might  be  sued  upon 
before  the  new  bond  was  payable.  But  this  could  not  be  successfully 
(lone,  if  the  new  bond  bore  interest  from  its  date;  for  this  would  be  a 
.sufficient  consideration  for  the  agreement  to  extend  the  credit.  If 
liowever  we  suppose,  that  instetid  of  a  new  bond  there  was  given  a 
ne<]:<)tijible  note,  executed  by  the  obligor  in  the  old  bond  and  given 
for  the  same  amount  as  the  bond  and  at  the  time  the  bond  fell  due, 
payable  at  a  future  time  without  interest  from  its  date,  and  no  in- 
terest was  paid  in  advance,  still  it  seems  to  me  the  bond  could  not 
]>e  sued  on,  till  the  ne<?otiable  note  became  payable  and  the  maker 
failtMl  to  pay  it.     For  the  taking  of  the  note  would  be  an  extension 
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of  credit  to  the  obligor  in  the  bond,  and  the  implied  agFeotnent  to 
extend  this  credit  would  be  supported  by  a  valuable  consideration, 
namely  the  change  in  the  cliaracter  of  the  obligation  which  would  be 
produced  by  the  taking  the  negotiable  note  of  the  obligor  in  the  bond. 
Any  thing  which  confers  benefit  on  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  is 
made,  or  loss  or  inconvenience  on  the  party  promising  is  a  valuable 
and  sufficient  consideration  to  support  any  promise.  It  is  a  matter 
of  no  sort  of  importance  what  is  the  amount  of  inconvenience  oii 
the  one  side  and  of  advantage  on  the  other.  It  is  sufficient  in  sucli 
cai5e  that  one  or  the  other  existed  in  any  degree  however  slight. 
Set*  UhUr  v.  Applegate,  26  Penn.  St.  140.  The  part  payment  of  j» 
*lebt  in  that  case  but  a  single  day  before  it  was  due  was  held  a  valu- 
able consideration  to  sustain  a  promise  by  the  creditor;  but  if  thi? 
jmrt  payment  had  1>een  made  the  next  day  it  would  have  been  no- 
consideration.  The  same  was  held  by  the  whole  court  in  Bavitz  v. 
Basfietty  12  W.  Va.  773,  point  3  of  the  syllabus,  and  pages  850-853. 
In  that  cjise  the  part  payment  was  made  only  two  da3-s  before  the 
debt  wjis  due.  Now  the  giving  of  a  negotiable  note  in  lieu  of  a 
bond  is  or  may  be  a  benefit  to  the  creditor  and  a  possible  inconven- 
ience to  the  debtor.  It  gives  to  the  creditor  a  different  obligation 
from  the  one  he  held,  and  the  new  obligation  is  a  commercial  one, 
upon  which  he  may  raise  money.  The  debtor  too  by  giving  a  nego- 
tiable note  insteiul  of  a  bond  may  subject  himself  to  inconvenience. 
If  he  fails  to  pay  his  negotiable  note  promptly,  he  renders  himself 
liable  to  be  protested,  and  may  then  lose  his  credit  to  an  extent 
that  the  non-payment  of  his  bond  ])romptly  would  not  produce. 
Moreover  if  the  negotiable  note  should  be  negotiated  before  it  falls 
due,  all  of  the  maker's  defenses,  if  he  had  any  against  his  creditor, 
would  be  forever  gone;  nor  could  he  acquire  any  offsets  against 
fnich  negotiable  note,  though  he  could  against  the  bond,  even  after 
it  was  due  and  payable.  See  Ikin  v.  Brook,  1  B.  &  A.  124 ;  20 
Eng.  C.  L.  357. 

If  instead  of  a  bond  the  creditor  had  a  judgment  against  the 
debtor,  and  the  debtor  gave  to  the  creditor  a  negotiable  note  for 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  payable  at  a  future  time  and  not 
bearing  interest  till  it  was  payable,  I  presume  that  the  creditor 
would  nevertheless  have  a  right  before  the  negotiable  note  became 
payable  to  issue  an  execution  on  his  judgment  and  to  enforce  its 
payment.  For  this  implied  agreement  on  his  part  to  give  credit 
on  his  debt  till  the  negotiable  note  was  payable  would,  it  seems  to 
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me,  he  A  nudum  pacium  a,nA  therefore  null  and  yoid.  Its  nul- 
lity however  does  not,  as  is  claimed,  result  from  the  fact  that  a 
judgment  is  of  higher  dignity  than  a  negotiable  note>  but  it  results 
from  the  fact  that  the  giving  of  the  negotiable  note  is  of  no  possible 
benefit  to  the  creditor  and  no  injury  or  inconvenience  to  the  debtor. 
For  after  the  negotiable  note  becomes  due  all  that  the  creditor 
could  get  would  be  a  judgment  for  the  amount  against  his  debtor, 
and  that  he  already  has.  Nor  is  the  debtor  inconvenienced,  be- 
cause though  he  could  not  make  any  defense  against  the  negoti- 
able note,  if  assigned  before  it  was  payable,  yet  in  this  he  loses 
nothing,  as  he  could  make  no  defense  against  a  judgment  already 
rendered. 

But  if  the  claim  of  the  creditor  was  a  claim  for  rent,  though  it 
bo  a  debt  of  higher  dignity  than  a  negotiable  note,  yet  it  SeemB  to 
nie  the  giving  for  such  rent  by  the  creditor  of  his  negotiable  note 
for  the  amount  of  the  rent,  the  note  being  payable  at  a  future  day, 
though  it  would  be  no  satisfaction  of  the  rent,  yet  it  would  operate 
to  suspend  the  party's  right  by  distress  or  otherwise  to  enforce  the 
rent,  till  the  negotiable  note  should  become  due.  This  was  ex- 
pressly decided  in  the  case  of  Judge  v.  Mske,  2  Speer,  436.  That 
case  was  like  the  one  before  us  excepting  only  that,  the  interest  on 
the  rent  till  the  negotiable  note  became  due  was  added  in  the  giving 
of  the  note.  But  this  circumstance  could  make  no  difference,  as 
the  reasoning  of  the  court  was  in  no  manner  influenced  or  affected 
by  this  circumstance.  The  court  in  that  case  held,  that  the  giving 
of  a  negotiable  note,  payable  on  time  for  a  precedent  debt,  would 
operate  as  an  implied  agreement  by  the  creditor  to  extend  a  credit 
to  the  debtor  in  consideration  of  the  debtor's  executing  his  negotiable 
note  for  the  amount  of  the  debt,  and  that  the  giving  of  such  a  note 
Tfould  suspend  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  distrain  or  enforce  his 
lent,  just  as  it  would  suspend  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  enforce  any 
other  debt. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  error  insists  that  this  position 
is  in  conflict  with  Cornell  v.  Lamby  20  Johns.  407,  and  Davis  v. 
Gf/dey  29  E.  C.  L.  166  and  other  cases  which  I  have  cited  on  page 
407.  But  he  relies  especially  on  the  two  cases  above  named.  In 
the  first  of  these  cases,  Cornell  v.  Lavih,  20  Johns.  407,  it  was  de- 
cided: *' The  acceptance  of  a  bond  for  rent  is  not  an  extinguish- 
ment, even  when  the  rent  was  reserved  on  a  parol  lease."  This  de- 
cision, it  seems  to  me,  does  not  touch  tlie  question  in  the  case  before 
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?^  It  is  not  even  claimed  that  the  giving  of  the  negotiable  note 
^^  ^his  case  extinguished  the  rent,  bnt  only  that  it  suspended  the 
^^©ction  of  the  rent,. till  this  negotiable  note  should  become  due, 
*°^  ^Ms,  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  I  think  it  did.     In  the  other 
^  principally  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error, 
DqvUt.  Oyde,  2  Ad.  &  Ell.  628  (29  E.  C.  L.  166),  it  was  decided 
asset  forth  in  the  syllabus:     *' A  promissory  note,  given  and  re- 
ceiyed  for  rent,  does  not  extinguish  the  claim  for  such  rent,  whifli 
is  a  debt  of  higher  dignity  than  that  arising  from  the  note.     Nor 
does  the  receipt  of  such  note  of  itself  suspend  the  right  of  distrain- 
ing.   If  the  giving  of  such  note  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  avowry,  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  note  was  accepted  in  satisfaction;  or  that' 
by  special  agreement  or  from  other  circumstances   pleaded   it  sus- 
pended the  right  of  distress. *'    Let  us  consider  in  what  this  de- 
cision varies  from  the  views  we  have  expressed,  or  from  those  of 
the  South  Carolina  case  which  I  have  referred   to.  Judge  v.  Fiske, 
2  Speer,  436.     In  so  far  as  it  holds  that  a  negotiable  note  given 
and  received  for  rent  does  not  extinguish  the  claim  for  such  rent, 
they  are  in  perfect  accord;  and  in  so  far  as  it  decides  that  the  giving 
and  accepting  of  such  negotiable  note  for  rent  due  may  by  special 
agreement  suspend  the  right  of  distress,  it  is  also  in  perfect  accord 
with  my  view  and  with  the  Sojith  Carolina  case.     The  South  Caro- 
lina case  decides  expressly  that  such   an  agreement  is  supported 
by  a  sufficient  consideration  and  is  not  a  nudum  pactum  and 
^oid.    The  English   case  in  effect  decides  the  same  thing,   for 
if  such  express  agreement  operates  to  suspend  the  right  of  distress, 
it  cannot  be  a  nudum  pactum  and  void.     In  other  words,  the 
English  case  in  effect  decides  that  such  express  agreement  is  sus- 
tained by  a  suflScient  consideration.    The  South   Carolina  case 
points  out  what  this  consideration  is,  while  the  English  does  not. 
In  what  then  do  the  two  cases  differ?    In  nothing  but  in  what 
is  regarded  as  suflficient  evidence  of  such  an   agreement.     The 
English  case  holds,  that  because  of  the  high  dignity  of  a  debt 
due  as  rent  and  the  great  favor  shown  to  the  right  of  distress,  the 
courts  will  not  consider  that  an  agreement  to  suspend  this  right 
ot  distress  should  be  inferred  simply  from  the  landlord  taking 
from  his  tenant,  after  the  rent  is  due,  a  negotiable  note  for  the  rent 
payable  at  a  future  time.    The  South  Carolina  case  on  the  other  hand 
a&ys,  that  such  an  agreement  to  suspend  the  collection  of  rent   by 
distress  or  otherwise  must  necessarily  be  implied  from  the  taking 
Vol.  XLIX— 36 
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from  the  tenant  a  negotiable  note  payable  at  a  futuiv  time.  This 
is  all  the  difference  between  them.  To  my  mind  the  position  taken 
in  the  South  Carolina  case  is  right. 

What  possible  object  could  the  landlord  and  tenant  have,  the  one 
in  taking  and  the  other  in  giving  a  negotiable  note  payable  at  a 
future  day,  except  simply  to  extend*the  time  in  which  the  rent  was 
to  be  paid  on  the  tenant  binding  himself  to  pay  It  by  giving  for  it 
a  commercial  security?  We  have  seen  that  it  is  perfectly  well  set- 
tled in  this  State,  that  the  giving  by  the  debtor  of  a  negotiable  note 
to  his  creditor  payable  at  a  future  time  would  necessarily  be  in- 
terpreted as  an  extension  of  time  to  the  debtor.  And  it  seems  to 
me  clear  that  we  cannot  interpret  otherwise  the  agreement  of  the 
parties  simply  from  the  fact  that  the  precedent  debt  was  rent.  It 
does  not  seem  to  me  that  the  English  court  was  justified  in  malcing 
this  distinction.  It  is  based  on  the  peculiar  favor  in  which  the 
rigbt  of  distress  is  held  in  England;  but  if  such  a  distinction  exists 
in  England  for  this  reason,  it  ought  not  to  exist,  in  this  State, 
where  so  much  peculiar  favor  is  not  extended  to  the  right  of  dis- 
tress, a.s  is  extended  to  it  in  England.  Here  the  tenant  after  the 
levy  of  a  distress  and  after  the  giving  of  a  forthcoming  bond  may 
still  dispute  the  claim  for  rent  or  even  get  up  offsets  against  it, 
when  judgment  is  jisked  on  the  forthcoming  bond.  AVhy  then 
should  ho  not  be  permitted  to  defend  himself  by  proving  that  his 
landlord  had  agreed  to  suspend  his  right  of  distress?  And  why 
may  he  not  prove  this  just  as  any  debtor  would  be  allowed  to  prove 
in  any  action  for  any  debt,  that  the  creditor  had  agreed  for  a  con- 
sideration to  suspend  his  action?  And  why  may  not  this  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  suspend  his  action  be  proven  by 
the  tenant  in  the  same  manner  that  it  can  be  proven  by  any 
other  debtor,  that  is,  by  simply  proving  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken 
of  the  defendant  a  negotiable  note  for  the  rent  or  debt  payable  at  a 
future  time,  which  had  not  expired,  when  the  plaintiff  instituted 
liis  proceedings?  I  cannot  see  why  this  mode  of  establishing  this 
ilefense  should  not  be  available  to  a  tenant  as  well  as  to  any  other 
defendant. 

[Minor  matter  omitted.] 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


SEPTEMBER   TERM,  1884.  283 


White  V.  Stender. 


White  v.  Htendbr. 

(24  W.  Va.  616.) 

Ir^uncHon  —  against  tax  sale. 

The  sale  of  personal  property  for  unpaid  taxes  will  not  be  restrained  unless  it 
is  of  peculiar  value  to  the  owner,  and  it  is  manifest  that  great  injury  would 
result  from  the  sale.     {See  note,  p.  287.) 

SUIT  for  injunction.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  injunc- 
tion was  awarded  below. 

^^.  S,   Wiley,  for  appellant. 

,/.    W.  McCoy  and  T,  P.  Jacobs  for  appellees. 

SxYDEit,  J .  Injunction  suit  brought  November  15,  1880,  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Wetzel  county  by  F.  M.  White  and  wife  against 
John  Stender,  sheriff  of  said  county,  to  restrain  the  sale  of  personal 
}»n>[>erty  levied  on  by  him  to  satisfy  certain  taxes  and  to  inhibit 
him  from  collecting  said  taxes  from  the  plaintiffs.  The  injunction 
hiiving  been  awarded,  the  defendant  demurred  to  and  answered  the 
phiin tiffs'  bill,  depositions  were  taken  by  botli  parties,  and  the 
<-i>iirt  having  overruled  tlie  demurrer,  the  cause  was  finally 
heard  January  26,  1882,  when  the  court  entered  a  decree  perpetu- 
ating the  injunction  with  costs  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendant 
appealed  to  this  court. 

The  appellant  assigns  as  error  that  the  Circuit  Court  impro])erly 

overruled  his  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  bill.     This  presents  to  us  an 

iinjiortant  question.     The  material  allegations  of  the  bill  are,  that 

the  plaintiffs  ai*e  the  owners  in  fee  of  a  tract  of  seventy-six  acres  of 

land  in  Wetzel  county  upon  which  they  reside  and  to  which   they 

<ierived   title    iis  follows:     About   the  year   1867,  Caesar   Matheny 

icettled     upon  said   land  claiming   it   as  his  own  and   paying   taxes 

thereon,    that   seven   or  eight   years   thereafter   Matheny  sold  it 

t4)   Milton    Owens   who   went   into   possession  and   afterward,   on 

Xov^ember    13,  1876,  Owens   by  deed   of  that  date   conveyed   the 

!^ame  to    the    plaintiffs   who  tlien  went  into   possession   and   have 

.sr>    continued    ever  since;  that   said  seventy-six   acres   are   within 

the  boundaries  of  a  large  tract  of  land,  known  as  the  *'  Norris  laud," 

hat  have  been  held  adverricly  to  the  owners  of 'the  large  tract  for 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


284  WEST  VIRGINIA, 


Wliite  V.  Stender. 


more  than  ten  years;  that  the  defendant  who  is  sheriff  of  the 
county,  by  virtue  of  a  tax  bill  held  against  the  owners  of  said  large 
tract,  has  **  levied  on  plaintiffs'  property,  and  has  advertised  the 
same  for  sale  to  satisfy  said  tax  bill,"  the  said  taxes  being  for  the 
year  1879,  and  amount  to  about  $150  and  the  prayer  is  for  an  in- 
junction to  restmin  the  sale  of  said  property  and  inhibit  the  col- 
lection of  said  taxes  from  the  plaintiffs  and  for  general  relief. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  this  bill  makes  no  allegation  of  irreparable 
damage  from  the  sale  of  the  property  levied  on,  nor  that  the  property 
is  of  peculiar  value  or  of  any  8i)ecial  kind;  in  fact,  it  does  not 
mention  the  character  of  the  property  levied  upon  or  descrilxi 
it  in  any'  manner.  The  question  then  presented  by  this  demurrer 
is  simply  whether  an  injunction  will  be  entertained  to  prevent  the 
sale  of  personal  property  for  taxes  which  in  its  nature  has  no  pe- 
culiar ^alue  in  the  estimation  of  the  owner,  and  where  there  is  no 
claim  that  consequential  or  collateral  damages  will  result  from  the 
sale? 

This  court  in  Letoisy.  Spencer y  7  W.  Va.  689;  S.C.,  23  Am.  Rep. 
019,  sustained  an  injunction  to  the  sale  of  a  horse  levied  on  for  taxes 
when  the  bill  averred  that  the  said  taxes  had  been  fully  paid.  In 
that  case  Paull,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  concede*! 
that  the  judicial  history  of  Virginia  and  of  this  State  furnished  no 
precedent  for  the  question  adjudicated  in  thatcase.  Healso admit- 
ted that  if  the  levy  had  been  made  under  an  execution,  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  **  debarred  an  entrance  into  a  court  of  equity  for  the 
reason  that  he  may  ap])ly  to  the  court  whence  the  execution  issued 
and  have  the  wrong  corrected."  Morrison  v.  Speer^  10  Gratt.  228. 
He  made  a  distinction  between  a  levy  under  an  execution  and  a 
levy  for  taxes,  and  to  sustain  the  remedy  by  injunction  in  the  latter 
case,  while  he  admitted  it  would  not  lie  in  the  former,  he  seemed 
to  rely  on  section  2  of  chapter  158  of  tlie  acts  of  1871,  which  declares 
tliat  no  court  shall  enjoin  tlic  sale  of  any  real  estate  for  taxes  unless 
it  be  averred  in  the  bill  tliat  all  taxes  and  levies  assessed  thereon  have 
}>een  j)ai(l.  He  says:  '*  This  would  seem  to  imply  that  in  regard 
to  real  estate,  at  least,  that  where  this  allegation  is  made  such  in- 
junction may  be  awarded;  and  no  suflScient  reason  is  perceived 
why  the  same  course  may  not  be  pursued  in  regard  to  personal 
l)roperty,  where  a  sjile,  as  we  have  seen,  may  also  result  in  great 
inconvenienee  to  the  citizen."  692. 

It  will    thus  be  seen  that   in  that  caise  importance  was  very  evi- 
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dently  given  to  the  statute  and  the  inconvenience  which  might  re- 
gult  to  the  citizen.     But  in  the  case  before  us  neither  of  those  con- 
siderations has  any  application.     The  statute  denies  the  authority 
of  any  court  to  enjoin  the  sale  unless  the  bill  alleges  that  all  taxes 
and   levies  assessed   on  the   property   have  been  fully  paid.     In 
this  case  there  is  no  allegation  or  pretension  that  the  taxes  sought 
to  be  collected  have  been  paid.     The  injunction  is  asked  on  a  ground 
^bieh  admits  the  taxes  are  unpaid.     Nor  is  there  any  averment 
that  any  inconvenience  would  result  to  the  plaintiffs  from  a  sale  of 
the  property  levied  on  which  could  not  be  fully  compensated  for  in 
damages  in  an  action  at  law  against  the  sheriff^  if  the  sale  was  illegal. 
So  that  if  we  regard  Lewis  v.  Spencer  sound  law,  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  injunction  should  be  sustained   \\\  this    case.     But  as  that 
««c  18  not  very  fully  reported,  and  therefore  we  cannot  say  that  it  is 
not  warranted  by  special  facts,  still  if  it  can  be  understood  as  holding 
that  in  every  case,  and  without  any  peculiar  fjicts  and  circumstan- 
f^*  equity  will  enjoin  the  sale  of  personal  property  levied  on  by  an 
officer  for  taxes  upon  tlie  sole  ground  that  the  taxes  are  not  due  or 
that  the  property  levied  on  is  not   liable   for  the   taxes,  I   am  very 
nittch  inclined  to  question  its  soundness.     However  I  do  not  think 
the  decision  was  intended  to  be  so  broad  in  its  effects.     It  must   be 
conceded  that  the  doctrine  it  announces  is  a  considerable   advance 
upon  the  more  modern  decisions  of  Virginia  on  analogous  subjects, 
if  it  is  not  in  positive  conflict  with  some  of  them.     We  are  certainly 
not  disposed  to  extend  the  doctrine  of  that  case  so  as  to  make  it  ap- 
plicable to  cases  such  as  the  one  now  before  us. 

In  Baker  v.  Rinshard,  11  W.  Va.  238,  the  court  held,  that  *'  A 
eoart  of  equity  ought  not  to  grant  an  injunction  to  stay  the  sale  of 
personal  property,  levied  on  by  a  sheriff  by  virtue  of  an  execution, 
which  property  is  owned  by  a  third  party,  when  the  property  is  not 
from  its  nature  of  peculiar  value  to  the  owner  and  when  its  sale  will 
nor  obviously  greatly  injure  the  owner  by  the  consequential  damages 
it  would  produce." 

In  that  case  Greek,  president,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  after  reviewing  the  cases  of  Virginia  and  of  this  State,  in- 
cluding the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Spencer,  supra,  says:  "  However  variant 
the  decisions  above  referred  to  may  be,  none  of  them  hold  that 
where  the  collateral  or  consequential  damages  resulting  from  the 
s,iIo  of  personal  property  of  no  peculiar  value  are  trifling,  as  in  this 
t*:u*e,  a  <?onrt  of  equity  ought  to  intei-fere  to   prevent  a  sale  by 
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injunction.  The  law  in  such  case  furnishes  what  the  law-books 
call  an  adequate  and  complete  remedy;  even  though  in  a  case  where 
the  consequential  damages  were  very  great,  such  remedy  at  law 
might  be  properly  considered  by  a  court  of  equity  as  incomplete  and 
inadequate,  and  as  furnishing  ground  for  an  injunction."  11  W. 
Va.  265. 

The  only  difference  between  that  case  and  the  one  under  consider- 
ation is,  that  this  is  a  levy  by  virtue  of  a  tax-ticket  and  that  was  a 
levy  by  execution.  In  both  cases  the  levy  was  on  the  property  of  a 
third  person,  which  it  was  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  was  not  liable 
to  levy,  and  that  the  levy  was  consequently  illegal.  In  the  ease  of 
Letois  V.  Spencer y  supra^  a  distinction  is  suggested  because  in  the  case 
of  a  tax-ticket  the  officer  derives  his  authority  directly  from  the  law, 
while  in  the  case  of  an  execution  the  authority  is  conferred  by  the 
court,  and  while  in  the  latter  case  the  party  aggrieved  may  apply  to 
the  court  for  redress,  in  the  other  case  he  has  no  such  resort.  It  does 
not  seem  to  me  that  this  attempted  distinction  has  any  logical  ex- 
istence. In  either  case  the  ground  upon  which  relief  is  denied  in 
equity  is,  that  the  party  has  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law 
by  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  officer  for  an  illegal  levy  and 
sale  of  the  property,  and  not  because  in  the  one  case  he  has,  and  in 
the  other  he  has  not,  the  right  to  apply  to  the  court  for  redress,  or 
to  give  a  suspending  bond  under  the  provisions  of  chapter  107  of 
the  Code.  If  the  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  existed  in  a  court  of  equity, 
the  giving  of  a  statutory  remedy  at  law  would  not  exclude  that 
jurisdiction. 

As  a  mere  question  of  policy  it  is  less  detrimental  to  allow  an  exe- 
cution to  be  enjoined  than  it  is  to  permit  such  interference  with 
the  collection  of  taxes.  Executions  generally  affect  merely  private 
interests,  while  taxes  are  always  for  the  public  use.  There  are 
reasons  of  public  policy,  founded  on  the  necessity  of  speedy  col- 
lection of  taxes,  which  ought  to  prevent  a  court  of  equity  from  sus- 
pending these  proceedings  except  upon  the  clearest  grounds.  Hill 
on  Inj.  458;  Douglass  v.  HarrisvilUy  9  W.  Va.  162. 

[Minor  point  omitted.] 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  stated,  that  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiffs'  bill.  Tiiis  conclusion  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  answer  of  the  defendant,  and  proofs,  or  the  questions  raised 
thereon  and  arsrued    before  this  court.     The  deci'ee  of  the  Circuit 


Digitized  by 


Google 


SEPTEMBER  TERM,  1884.  '287 


White  V.  Stender. 


Coiirt  18  reversed  with  costs  to  the  appellttiifc,  the  demurrer  to  the 
bill  Btistained  and  the  plaintiffs'  bill  dismissed  with  costs  to  the  de- 
fendant  in  the  Circuit  Court. 

Reversed  and  dismissed, 

Noth  by  the  Reporter. —  We  refer  to  a  few  of  the  leading  cases.     To 

the  same  effect  as  the, principal  case,  Susqiuhanna  Bank  v.  Supervisors,  25  N. 

V.aU;    Westeni.  B  Co.  v.   Nolan,  48  id.  513;  Powers  v.  Bowman,  53  Iowa, 

i^ft '  Mayirr  v.  Baldwin,  57  Ala.  61 ;  8.  c,  29  Am.  Rep.  712 ,    YoungUood  v. 

^^*'^.  32  Mich.  406  ;  s.  c,  20  Am.  Rep.  654. 

'**  ^aterbury  Savings  Bank  v.  Laider,  46  Conn.  243,  it  was  held  that  an  in- 
jttDCtioa  would  not  lie  to  restrain  the  sale  of  one  man's  land  for  another's 
tiles.    The  court  said  . 

"  This  extraordinary  preventive  remedy  of  a  court  of  equity  is  here  invoked 
upoD  the  ground  mainly  that  the  proceedings  already  commenced  by  the  levy 
of  the  tax  warrant,  if  allowed  to  be  completed,  would  embarrass  and  becloud 
th««  petitioner's  title  in  the  land  described  and  diminish  its  value. 

'•  A  cloud  npon  one's  title  is  something  wliich  shows  prima  facie  some 

right  of  a  third  person  to  it.     And  in  this  case,  as  the  illegality  of  collecting 

the  taxes  out  of  the  identical  property  assessed  would  not  appear  on  the  face 

of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  relative  to  the  Ic^'ing  and  collecting  of  the 

taxes.  Si  prima  facie  right  in  a  third  person  who  should  receive  a  deed  of  the 

land  from  the  tax  collector  would  thereby  be  created,  which  would  bring  the 

case  apparently  within  an  extensive  branch  of  equity  jurisdiction.     '  But,'  as 

Ellsworth.  J.,   remarked  in  giving  the  opinion  in  iVw/t^o;*  v.  Mnnson,  28 

Conn.  586,  *  the  power  is  not  exercised  as  a  matter  of  course,  nor  under  any 

universal  rule  or  principle  of  law  requiring  its  exercise.     It  is  preventive,  as 

we  have  said,  and  very  much  must  depend  upon  the  extent  and  imminence  of 

the  danger  threatened,  and  the  view  which  will   be  taken  of  the  case  by  a 

discreet  judge.* 

••  Although,  as  suggested,  the  facts  of  this  case  may  bring  it  within  the  or 
dinary  definition  of  a  threatened  cloud  upon  the  plaintiff *s  title,  by  creating  a 
prima  fade  right  which  must  be  overcome  by  evidence  aliunde,  yet  there  is 
one  element  wanting,  which  in  this  class  of  cases  always  calls  most  impera 
tirely  for  equitable  interference.  I  refer  to  the  fact  that  the  evidence  to  rebut 
the  prima  facie  title  is  not  in  this  case  liable  to  be  lost  by  the  unavoidable 
death  of  witnesses,  or  any  other  cause  likely  to  happen  ;  for  the  rebutting 
facts  relied  upon,  to- wit,  the  mortgage, the  foreclosure,  and  the  date  when  the 
plaintiff's  title  became  absolute,  are  all  matters  of  record  and  easily  obtained. 
So  that  ultimately  the  petitioner  will  be  sure  to  vindicate  his  title  in  a  court 
of  law  and  successfully  defend  his  possession.  The  injury  to  be  apprehended 
therefore  is  by  no  means  irreparable,  and  the  court  might  well  act  upon  its 
discretion  and  deny  the  injunction. 

••  But  there  is  a  more  conclusive  reason  for  refusing  the  remedy  prayed  fc^r. 
The  policy  of  our  law  has  now  beeome  quite  well  settled,  that  the  extraordi- 
nary remedy  by  injunction  cannot  be  invoked  to  hinder  or  interfere  with  a  col- 
lector of  taxes  in  the  discharge  of  his  public  duty,  because  to  repeat  the  Ian- 
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guAge  of  the  court  in  Arnold  v.  Middletotm,  89  Conn.  406,  *  it  would  interrupt 
the  collection  of  taxes,  one  of  the  most  important  attributes  of  the  sovereign 
power,  one  of  its  most  vital  functions.  Such  an  interference  might,  at  times, 
lie  dangerous  to  the  safety  of  the  State,  and  is  not  to  be  resorted  to  except  for 
the  most  imperative  reasons.' 

"  The  case  of  Dodd  v.  City  of  Hartford,  25  Conn.  232,  was  the  first  in  the 
line  of  decisions  in  this  State  that  resulted  in  establishing  the  above  doctrine. 
It  was  there  held  that  a  bill  in  chancery  would  not  lie  to  restrain  the  city  from 
enforcing  the  collection  of  illegal  assessments  by  the  levy  of  warrants  on  per- 
sonal estate.  Seymour,  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion,  laid  some  stress  on  the  fact 
that  there  was  no  averment  in  the  bill  that  the  real  estate  of  any  of  the  par- 
ties had  been  or  could  be  levied  on,  and  that  the  warrant  only  authorised  the 
takingof  personal  estate.  This  may  have  led  the  profession  generally  to  assume 
that  the  court  would  recxignize  a  distinction  between  personal  and  real  estate 
in  the  application  of  the  remedy  by  injunction.  But  the  late  case  of  Botdand 
V.  PHrnt  Sr/iool  District  of  WvHon,  42  Conn.  30,  obliterates  this  supposed  dis- 
tinction. Foster,  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion,  says  :  *  We  perceive  no  substan- 
tial reason  why  an  injunction  should  be  granted  to  protect  real  estate  from  a 
levy,  that  would  not  apply  with  equal  force  to  personal  estate.  If  there  be 
any  difference,  the  necessity  of  protecting  personal  property  would  seem  to  be 
the  greater.  A  party  might  be  deprived  of  personal  chattels,  even  under  an 
illegal  taking  and  so  be  compelled  to  resort  to  an  action  for  damages  as  the 
only  redress.  Not  so  in  regard  to  real  estate.  There  could  be  no  amotion  of 
that,  by  any  levy  valid  or  void.* 

*'  It  may  perhaps  be  suggested  that  there  is  ground  to  distinguish  the  case 
at  bar  from  the  cases  referred  to,  in  the  fact  that  the  latter  are  all  cases  where 
the  applicant  for  injunction  was  the  tax  payer,  while  in  this  cAse  it  is  n  third 
party  whose  property  is  to  be  taken  for  the  taxes  of  another.  Stated  in  this 
way  the  suggestion  appears  plausible,  but  on  more  careful  consideration  we  do 
not  think  it  furnishes  a  sufficient  basis  to  distinguish  the  cases  in  principle. 
It  is  true  that  the  proceedings  to  collect  the  t-axes  in  the  present  case  are  not 
against  the  person  assessed.  But  it  should  be  observed  that  the  proceedings 
are  not  against  any  person,  as  such,  but  are  against  the  identical  property  on 
which  the  taxes  were  assessed,  and  which  is  prima  facie  holden  for  them, 
and  the  finding  shows  that  there  was  no  other  way  by  which  these  taxes  could 
Ih*  recovered.  This  differs  therefore  from  the  flagrant  case  suggested,  of  pro- 
feeding  to  collect  one  person's  tax  out  of  another  or  out  of  property  that  had 
no  legal  connection  with  the  taxes  in  question.  When  therefore  the  tax  col- 
li M-tor,  as  in  this  case,  proceeds  against  either  the  proper  person  or  the  proper 
estate  to  obtain  the  taxes,  and  adopts  the  usual  and  regular  methods  of  proced- 
ure,  we  see  no  good  reason  why  it  does  not  contravene  the  rule  of  public 
policy  to  interfere  with  the  proceedings  by  injunction,  as  much  in  one  case  as 
ill  the  other." 

In  Union  Tru«t  Cktmpany  v.  Weber,  96  III.  846,  the  court  said  :  **  The  power 
of  the  chancellor  to  restrain  the  collection  of  the  revenue  is  one  that  should 
never  be  exercised  but  in  cases  where  the  tax  is  levied  on  property  exempt 
from  taxation,  where  it  is  doubly  taxed,  when*  it  is  levied  without  any  war- 
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riDt  of  law  bj  persons  having  no  power  to  niake  the  levy,  or  where  a  clear 
fue  of  f  rand  in  wmlring  the  ^nation  of  the  property  is  shown.  But  in  the 
latter  case  the  proof  most  he  clear  and  irresistible,  and  the  injury  likely  to  be 
produced  considerable.  It  is  so  eminently  just  and  equitable  that  every  per- 
son or  corporation  receiving  protection  from  the  government  should  each  con- 
tribat«?  his  or  its  fair  and  just  proportion  to  its  support,  that  a  Court  of  Chan- 
cerr  slioald  never  interpose  except  to  prevent  great  wrong  and  injustice. 
Mere  technical  objections,  or  even  legal  omissions,  in  assessing  property  or 
the  collection  of  the  tax.  usually  do  not  affect  in  the  slightest  degree  this  strong 
equitable  obligation.  If  many  of  the  requirements  of  the  law,  even  those 
that  are  important,  should  be  omitted,  stUl  the  strong  equitable  duty  to  pay  a 
taion  property  remains.  When  it  escapes,  the  burden  is  unjustly  and  in  equit- 
ably imposed  on  others  to  the  extent  that  property  is  relieved  from  its  just 
harden.  Again,  most  if  not  all  of  the  objections  that  can  be  urged  in  a  court 
of  equity  may  be  successfully  interposed  at  law.  And  there  being  a  com- 
plete remedy  at  law.  the  defense  should  be  limited  to  that  forum,  except  in 
bat  feiw' cases,  and  that  to  prevent  great  injustice  and  wrong.  This  property 
belonged  to  the  railroad  company  ;  it  was  liable  to  be  taxed,  the  tax  was  im- 
post, and  it  has  never  been  paid,  and  equity  requires  not  that  the  tax  should 
be  enjoined,  but  that  it  should  be  paid.'* 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to  declare  a  tax  invalid  and  restrain  its 
collection,  unless  the  objections  to  the  proceedings  are  such  as  go  to  the  very 
^andvrork  of  the  tax,  and  necessarily  affect  materially  its  principle,  and 
sbow  that  it  must  be  unjust  and  unequal.  Kdehler  v.  DobberpuM,  56  Wis. 
^-     See  also  State  RaUraad  Tax  Cases,  92  U.  S.  575. 

A  bill  in  equity  will  not  lie  to  restrain  a  sale  of  personal  property  seized  for 
tbe  collection  of  a  tax,  in  the  absence  at  least  of  any  showing  that  the  prop- 
*^TtT  possessed  any  peculiar  value  not  capable  of  compensation  in  damages  ; 
tbe  remedy  at  hiw  is  ample.     Henry  v.  Oregary,  29  Mich.  68. 

^^^ia  Gates  v.  Barrett,  79  Ky.  295,  it  was  held  that  a  court  of  equity  has 
p(>^^f  to  restrain  the  collection  of  an  illegal  tax  against  personal  property. 
The  court  said:  "  The  right  to  have  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
an  illegal  tax  has  been  so  long  recognized  and  acted  upon  in  this  State  that  it 
is  nnnecessary  to  stop  to  inquire  upon  what  ground  that  jurisdiction  is  exer- 
'^"^  ^7  courts  of  equity.  The  jurisdiction  in  this  case  however  may  be 
placed  upon  the  ground  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  remedy  at  law.  The  officer 
s<^  in  good  faith  and  under  the  color  of  right  is  justified  by  his  process, 
>n<l  is  not  liable  as  a  trespasser  :  and  as  a  suit  would  not  lie  against  the  State 
directly,  the  only  complete  remedy  is  by  injunction.  But  if  there  was  a  pos- 
Hble  remedy  at  law  against  the  public  officer,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  de- 
prive the  party  of  relief  of  equity.  High  on  Injuntions,  sections  796  and  801.*' 
A  Court  of  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  a  tax,  and 
will  exercise  it  in  all  cases  where  the  tax  has  been  levied  without  authority  of 
liwr.  or  where  the  property  is  not  subject  to  taxation.  Kimball  v.  Merchants 
SaringM,  Me.,  Co.,  89  111.  611.  As  exempt  property.  Smith  v.  Osbu7'n,  53  Iowa. 
474 ;  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Kansas,  78  Mo.  555.  See  also  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v. 
Wright,  68  Ga.  311  :   Waters  Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  LUtle  Rork,  39  Ark.  412. 
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State  v.  Bajlroad  Oohpakt. 

(94  W.  Vft.  783.) 

OomtittUional  law — inter-State  commerce— proMhition  —  Sunday  freight  trains. 

A  statute  subjecting  to  punishment  railway  companies  running  tlieir  freight 
trains  on  Sunday  is  not  unconstitutional,  although  the  freight  in  question  is 
in  course  of  transportation  to  other  States. 

CONVICTION  of  Sabbath-breaking.     The  opinion  states  the 
point. 

C,  Boggess,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Watts,  attorney-general,  for  State. 

GuEEN,  J.  The  principal  question  in  this  case  is:  Are  sections 
16  and  17  of  chapter  149  of  the  Code  of  West  Virginia  in  contra- 
vention of  section  8,  article  1,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  (see  Code  W.  Va.,  p.  8  and  §  5258  of  Rev.  Stat,  of  United 
States,  title  G4,  p.  1017  of  2d  edition  passed  in  pursuance  of  this 
provision  of  the  Constitution),  in  8o  far  as  it  interferes  with  the 
transportation  of  coal  or  merchandise  by  a  railroad  company  from 
the  JState  of  West  Virginia  into  Maryland  on  a  Sabbath  day,  when 
it  is  shown  that  such  trunsporfcatioii  is  neither  a  work  of  necessity 
nor  charity,  but  is  simply  a  following  of  its  regular  business  on  the 
Sabbath  day  as  on  other  days  ?  This  question  is  raised  by  the  fifth 
and  sixth  instructions  offered  by  the  defendant  below  set  out  in 
bill  of  exceptions  No.  3.  The  court  below  decided  that  this  law  of 
West  Virginia  was  not  in  contravention  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  or  of  this  act  of  Congress,  when  so  applied  to  a  rail- 
road company  so  transporting  coal  or  merchandise  on  the  Sabbath 
day.  This  decision  was  excepted  to  by  the  defendant  in  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions No.  3.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  below  has  argued 
elaborately  this  question,  and  after  considering  certain  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  he  draws  from  them  these 
five  conclusions: 

**  1.  Transportation  is  commerce. 

**  2.  Transportation  from  one  State  to  another  is  commerce  *  be- 
tween the  States.' 

**  3.   If  tniusportation  is  begun  in  one  State  to  be  completed  or 
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ended  in  another,  whether  by  the  same  instrument  or  carrier,  it  is 
commerce  '.between  the  States/ 

'*4.  Commerce  'between  the  States'  is  necessarily  national  in  its 
character  and  exclusively  under  the  control  of  Congress. 

"o.  Non-action  by  Congress  in  regulating  it  is  equivalent  to  a 
declaration  that  it  shall  remain  free  and  untrammelled." 

These  propositions  except  the  fifth  are  all  sustained  by  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  when  applied  to 
the  transportation  of  merchandise  or  coal,  which  is  as  far  as  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  below  has  in  this  case  any  odcksibn  to 
contend  that  they  are  true.  If  hot  sustained  fully  by  the  decisions 
referred  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  below,  they  are  abun- 
dantly sustained  by  other  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  and 
ought  to  be  regarded  as  incontrovertible.  But  if  applied  to  the 
transportation  of  persons,  they  have  been  contt-overted  and  re- 
garded as  not  true  by  jurists  of  eminent  ability  and  by  judges  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  highest  capacity.  But  we  liave  no  oc- 
casion to  consider,  whether  these  propositions  or  any  of  them  ai'e 
true  when  applied  to  the  transportation  of  persons,  as  this  is  entirely 
foreign  to  any  thing  in  the  case,  the  transportation  of  coal  or  mer_ 
chandise  on  the  Sabbath  day  being  alone  involved' in  this  ciase;  and 
the  statute  law  of  West  Virginia  (§  17  of  chap.  149,  Code  of  W. 
Va.,  p.  695),  expressly  excepts  from  the  operation  of  the  law  even 
in  considering  "the  transportation  on  Sunday  of  the  mail  or  of 
passengers  and  their  baggage." 

The  fifth  proposition  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  below  m 
the  broad  sense  laid  down  by  the  counsel  is  not  sustained  by.  the 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  though  in- 
dividual judges  have  used  language  so  broad  and  unqualified  that 
sach  an  inference  might  be  drawn.  But  the  decision  really  made 
in  the  cases,  in  which  such  broad  and  unqualified  language  was 
used,  do  not  sustain  the  proposition  that  "  non-action  by  Congress 
in  regulating  commerce  between  the  States  in  any  particular  matter 
IS  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  it  should  remain  free  and  un- 
trauimelled.  And  therefore  that  any  regulation  of  any  sort  in  such 
a  case  by  State  legislature  is  null  and  void."  There  can  be  no 
doubt,  that  though  Congress  has  failed  to  regulate  commerce  be- 
tween the  States,  certain  kinds  of  legislation  by  the  States  regulat- 
ing such  commerce  woiild  be  null  and  void.  But  it  is  equally  clear 
that  certain  regulation  of  such  commerce  might  in  the  absence  of 
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legislation  by  Congress  on ,  the  sabject  be  enacted  by  State  legis- 
latures, which  unquestionably  would  not  be  unconstitutional  by 
^contravening  article  1,  section  8,  sub-division  3  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  which  gives  to  Congress  the  power  "  to  reg- 
ulate commerce  among  the  several  States." 

The  law  is  thus  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Gilman  v.  Philadelphia,  3  Wall.  713  :  "  The  power  to 
regulate  commerce  between  the  States  covers  a  wide  field  and  em- 
braces a  great  variety  of  subjects,  some  of  which  will  call  for  uni- 
form rules  and  national  legislation,  while  others  can  be  best  regu- 
lated by  rales  and  provisions  suggested  by  the  varying  circumstan- 
ces of  different  places  and  limited  in  their  operation  to  such  places 
respectively.  And  to  the  extent  required  by  these  last  cases,  the 
power  to  regulate  commerce  between  the  States  may  be  exercised 
by  the  States,  so  far  as  such  legislation  is  not  in  conflict  with  some 
act  of  Congress  passed  either  before  or  after  such  State  legislation 
regulating  commerce  in  this  particular  case  and  manner.''  This 
was  decided  by  the  court  and  was  not  the  dictum  of  some  judge. 
It  is  true  it  was  decided  by  a  divided  court.  The  decision  was  ren- 
dered as  late  as  December,  1865,  and  merely  followed  a  decision 
rendered  in  December,  1851,  in  which  seven  judges  concurred  and 
but  two  dissented.  Oooley  v.  Board  of  Wardens  of  Port  of  Phila- 
delphia, 12  How.  299.  These  decisions  again  met  the  approval  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Orandall  v.  Nevada,  6 
Wall.  35,  decided  in  December,  1867.  The  same  doctrine  was 
recognized  again  in  Welton  v.  State,  91  U.  8. 275,  and  in  Hend&r- 
son  V.  Mayor,  92  id.  259,  and  in  other  cases.  The  last  to  which  I 
will  refer  is  the  County  of  Mobile  v.  Kimball,  102  id.  691.  This 
ease  was  decided  as  late  as  October,  1880,  and  was  concurred  in  by 
all  the  judges. 

The  dissenting  view  of  individual  judges  on  which  the  counsel 
bases  his  proposition  No.  5  above  quoted  is  referred  to;  and  Judge 
Field,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  entire  court  on  page  699, 
says:  *^  There  have  been,  it  is  true,  expressions  by  individual  judges 
of  this  court  going  to  the  length  that  the  mere  grant  of  the  com- 
mercial power,  anterior  to  any  action  of  Congress  under  it,  is  ex- 
clusive of  all  State  authority;  but  there  has  been  no  adjudication 
of  this  court  to  that  effect."  He  then  reviews  the  various  decisions 
of  the  court  on  this  subject  and  reaches  tlie  conclusion,  page  702, 
that   *' whether  the    power  to   regulate   commerce    between  the 
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States  is  Tested  exclusively  in  the  general  government  depends  upon 
the  nature  of  the  subject  to  be  regulated."  And  he  adds:  '*  This 
may  be  considered  as  expressing  the  final  judgment  of  this  court." 
This  fifth  proposition  of  the  counsel  is  true  only  in  a  qualified 
sense;  and  the  support  of  it  referred  to  by  the  counsel  in  his  argu- 
ment are  these  ill-advised  and  condemned  views  of  individual 
judges- 

I  have  considered  the  extent  to  which  this  fifth  proposition  or  in- 
ference of  counsel  is  true,  in  order  that  there  may  be  no  miscon- 
ception of  our  views. 

To  sustain  his  propositions  one  counsel  cites  the  following  au- 
thorities: Welion  v.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  275;  Lord  v.  Steamship  Co,, 
m  id.  544;  Mobile  v.  Kimball,   id.  702  ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Husen, 
95 id.  465;  Hall  v.  De  Cuir  Adm'r,  96  id.  485;  Henderson  y.  Mayor, 
92  id.  259;  Case  of  Daniel  Ball,  10  Wall.  557;  Pensacola  Tel  Co,  v. 
y^'  Union  Tel  Co.,  96  XJ.  S.  1.     From  these  cases  large  quotations 
»re  made,  but  an  examination  of  them  all  will  show,  that  with  the 
exception  of  some  loose  language  of  individual  judges  or  the  opin- 
ions of  individual  judges  not  in  consonance  with  the  views  of  the 
court,  there  is  nothing  decided  in  any  of  these  cases  inconsistent 
with  the  views  which  I  have  expressed.     And  they  render  necessary 
some  qualification  of  the  five  propositions  of  law  deduced  from 
them.    Bat  if  they  really  sustained  these  five  propositions  in  their 
broadest  and  most  comprehensive  sense,  they  would  in  no  manner 
«iect  in  any  degree  the  conclusion  to  which  I  must  come  on  the 
qQestion  we  are  considering.     Admit,  as  is  certainly  true,  that  the 
transportation  of  coal  or  merchandise  from  West  Virginia  to  Balti- 
more, or  from  any  point   through  West  Virginia  to  Baltimore,  is 
<'ommerce  between  the  States,  and  that  the  regulation  of  this  com- 
merce belongs  exclusively  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
ttnder  article  I,  section  8,  clause  3  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  non-action  of  Congress  in  regulating  it    is 
equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  it  shall  remain  free  and  untram- 
melled, and  thus  forbids  the  legislature  of  the  State  to  pass  any  laws 
regulating  it  in  any  matter  or  to  any  degree,  still  all  this  in  no  man- 
ner tends  to  show,  much  less  does  it  as  assumed  in  the  argument  of 
counsel  prove,  sections  16  and  17  of  chapter  149  of  our  Code  are  void 
because  in  contravention  of  said  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
That  clause,  so  fur  as  it  relates  to  this  case,  is  as  follows:     **The 
Congress  shall  have  jwwer  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
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StattJs.*'  The  act  of  our  legislature  supposed  to  be  in  conflict  with 
this  proyifiion  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  is,  so  far  as 
it  relates  to  this  case,  as  follows:  **  If  a  person  on  a  Sabbath  day 
be  ionhd  laboring  at  any  trade  or  calling,  or  employ  his  servants  in 
labor  or  other  business  except  in  household  or  otJier  work  of  neces- 
sity or  charity,  lie  shall  be  fined  not  less  than  five  dollars  for  such 
offense."  This  act  does  not  conflict  with  the  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  above  quoted,  for  the  simple  reason 
that  the  State  act  in  no  manner  undertakes  to  regulate  commerce 
between  the  States,  even  allowing  that  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  confers  in  all  possible  cases  and  under  all  circum- 
stances the  exclusive  reguhition  of  commerce  between  the  States  on 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

When  this  case  was  formerly  before  this  court  we  held,  that  *'  it 
was  obviously  not  intended  by  this  act  of  our  legislature  to  enforce 
the  observance  of  the  Sabbath  as  a  religious  duty.  Tlie  legislature 
obviously  regarded  it  as  promotive  of  tlie  mental,  moral  and  i)hysi- 
cal  well  being  of  men  that  they  should  rest  from  their  labors  al 
stated  intervals;  and  in  this  all  experience  shows  they  were  right." 
15  W.  Va.  383.  The  court  said  further:  **  It  has  been  very 
generally  held,  that  statutes  more  or  less  resembling  ours  were 
constitutional,  because  they  did  not  enforce  the  observance  of  the 
Sabbath  as  a  religious  duty."  We  concluded  for  tiiis  reason,  that 
our  statute  was  not  a  violation  of  our  State  Constitution  and  that 
it  applied  equally  to  individuals  and  to  corporations.  It  never  oc- 
curred to  us  to  consider  whether  our  statute  violated  that  provis- 
ion of  the  United  States  Constitution  which  gives  to  Congress  tlie 
exclusive  regulation  of  comraeive  between  the  States.  And  such 
an  idea  was  not  in  any  way  suggested  then  by  the  counsel  of  the 
Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  though  the  case  was  argued 
elaborately  and  amply  by  him.  This  of  itself  would  seem  to  indi- 
wite,  that  it  was  a  far  fetched  idea,  tliat  our  statute  was  a  regula- 
tion of  commerce  between  the  States.  But  though  it  was  not  seen, 
when  formerly  before  this  court,  it  is  now  insisted  that  it  is  clearly 
a  statute  regulating  commerce  between  the  States,  if  it  be  applied. 
jiH  it  then  wjis,  to  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company. 
This  position  is  taken  because  counsel  assumes,  that  as  one  of  the 
cousoquential  effects  of  this  statute,  if  a[)plied  to  railroads,  would  l>e 
to  diminish  the  transportation  of  freight  on  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio 
railroad,  as   no  freight   would   be  trjinsported  on   this  railroail   on 
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Sunday  unless  the  transportation  of  it  was  a  work  of  necessity  or 
charity.  .  Unquestionably  this  statute  will  have  the  effect  of  di- 
minishing the  transportation  of  freight  over  the  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  railroad  on  the  Sabbath  day;  but  it  is  well  settled,  *Hhat 
every  thing  which  aflTects  commerce  is  not  simply  for  that  reason  a 
regulation  of  it  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States."  This  has  been  repeatedly  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  Thus  in  the  case  known  as  the  Stale 
Tax  on  Railway  Gross  Receipts  or  Reading  Railway  Company  y. 
Pmisylvanitty  15  Wall.  284,  it  was  held:  **  A  statute  imposing  a 
tux  upon  the  gross  receipts  of  railroad  companies  is  not  repugnant 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  not  a  regulation 
of  commerce  between  the  States. "  Justice  Strong,  delivering  the 
opmion  of  the  court,  says: 

'*  No  doubt  any  tax  upon  business  affects  the  subjects  and  oper- 
ations of  commerce,  yet  it  is  not  every  thing  which  affects  commerce 
that  amounts  to  a  regulation  of  it  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution (p.  293).     *     *     *    *     That  its  ultimate  effect  may  be 
to  increase  the  cost  of  tmnsportation  may  be  admitted.     So  it  must 
^^  admitted  that  a  tax  on  any  article  of  personal  property,  that 
'I'ay  become  a  subject  of  commerce,  or  upon  any  instrument  of 
commerce,  affects  commerce  itself.     If  the  tax  be  upon  the  instru- 
ment as  a  railroad  car,  its  tendency  is  to  increase  the  cost  of  trans- 
portation.    Still  it  is  not  a  tax  upon  transportation  or  upon  com- 
merce, and  it  has  never  been  seriously  doubted  that  such  a  tax  may 
be  laid  (p.  294).     »     ♦     *     *     While  it  must  be  conceded  that  a 
tax  upon  inter-State  transportation  is  invalid,  there  seems  to  be  no 
stronger  reason  for  denying  the  power  of  a  State  to  tax  the  fruits 
of  such    trauspoi'tation   after   they  had   been    mingled   with   the 
(reueral  property  of  the  carrier  (the  railroad  company),  than  there 
is  (or  denying  the  State  power  to  tax  goods  which   have  been  im- 
ix^rted  after  their  original  packages  hiKl  been  broken,  and  after  they 
have  been  mixed  with  the  mass  of  personal  property  in  the  country" 
ip.  295). 

Upon  these  principles  the  right  of  tlie  State  of  West  Virginia  to 

UiX  the  gross  receipts  of  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company 

(or  transportation  in  this  State  is  clear,  yet  the  greater  part  of  thoso 

receipts  is  derived  from  the  transportation  of  through  freiglit    [)ro- 

tiacts  from  the  Western  States  to  Baltimore  and  from   Baltimore 

either  to  this  State  or  through  this  State  to  Western  States.     This 
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taxation  of  course  increases  the  charges  made  by  the  railroad  on 
the  goods  transported  from  other  States  to  or  through  this  State. 
It  operates  indirectly  as  a  charge  on  the  goods  transported  from 
one  State  to  another,  yet  it  is  no  regulation  of  commerce.  But  a 
tax  directly  on  the  goods  transported  from  other  States  to  this 
State  or  transported  through  this  State  would  be  a  regulation  of 
commerce  between  the  States^  and  if  made  by  this  State,  would  bi^ 
a  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  For  the  real 
and  prime  object  of  the  framers  of  the  United  States  Constitution^ 
in  giving  to  Congress  the  exclusive  control  of  commerce  between 
the  States,  was  to  prevent  the  several  States  from  burdening  the 
citizens  of  other  States  by  laying  unreasonable  and  unjust  burdens 
on  their  goods  coming  into  the  State  for  sale  or  merely  passing 
through  the  State.  But  the  tax  on  the  cars  of  the  railroad  or  on 
the  gross  amount  of  their  receipts  produces  no  such  ill  effects,  and 
is  in  fact  an  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  State,  which  it 
never  surrendered,  and  which  it  may  exercise,  though  it  may  inci- 
dentally affect  the  commerce  between  the  States.  It  is  a  misnomer 
to  call  the  exercise  of  such  police  power,  because  it  may  or  does 
affect  inter-State  commerce,  a  regulation  of  commerce  between  the 
States. 

So  in  Munn  v.  Jllviois,  94  U.  S.  40,  it  was  held,  when  a  ware- 
house is  situated  within  a  State,  the  State  may  as  a  matter  of  do- 
mestic concern  prescribe  regulations  for  it,  notwithstanding  it  is 
used  as  an  instrument  by  those  engaged  in  inter-State  commerce  ae 
well  as  in  State  commerce.  And  though  in  this  case  the  law  may 
in  its  character  be  a  regulation  of  commerce,  until  Congress  acts 
in  reference  to  the  inter-State  relations  of  such  warehouse,  sucli 
regulations  can  be  enforced,  even  though  they  may  indirectly  oper- 
ate on  commerce  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State. 

The  Slaughter-house  case,  IG  Wall.  36,  is  another  instance  where 
a  law  obviously  affecting  inter-State  commerce  was  held  valid  as  a 
police  regulation  for  the  comfort  of  the  people. 

In  City  of  yew  York  v.  Miln,  11  Pet.  102,  a  law  of  New  York 
was  held  not  in  contravention  of  this  provision  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  which  provides  that  "  every  master  of  ever}' 
vessel  arriving  in  New  York  from  a  part  of  any  other  State  is  re- 
quired under  prescribed  penalties  within  one  day  after  his  arrival 
to  report  in  writing  the  names,  ages  and  last  legal  settlement  of 
every  pju^sen go r.*'     This  act    was  decided  not  to  be  a  regulation  of 
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inter-State  commerce,  but  a  police  act,  which  the  State  had  a  right 
to  pass  as  a  means  to  prevent  her  being  burdened  with  paupers. 
The  court  says,  page  139:     *^  We  plant  ourselves  on  what  we  con- 
sider impregnable  positions.     They  are  these:    A  State  has  the 
same  undeniable  and  unlimited  jurisdiction  over  all  persons  and 
things,    within    its    territorial    limits,     when     the    jurisdiction 
is  not   surrendered  or    restrained    by  the   Constitution  of    the 
United  States.     That  by  virtue  of  this  it  is  not  only  the  right  but 
the  bounden  and  solemn  duty  of  the  State  to  advance  the  safety, 
happiness  and  prosperity  of  its  people,  and  to  provide  for  their 
general  welfare,  by  any  and  every  act  of  legislation,  which  it  may 
tieem  conducive  to  these  ends,  when  the  power  over  the  particular 
subject  or  the  manner  of  its  exercise  is  not  surrendered  or  restrained, 
in  the  manner  just  stated.     That  all  those  powers  which  relate  to 
mere  municipal  legislation,  or  what  may  perhaps  more  properly  be 
called  internal  police  powers,  are  not  thus  surrendered  or  restrained; 
and  consequently  in  relation  to  these,  the  authority  of  a  State  is 
complete,  unqualified  and  exclusive.     If  we  were  to  attempt  a  defi- 
nition of  this  internal  police  we  should  say  every  law  came  within 
this  description  which  concerns  the  welfare  of  the  whole  people  of 
the  State  or  of  any  individual  within  it;  whether  it  related  to  their 
rights  or  their  duties;  whether  it  respected  them  as  men  or  as  citi- 
zens of  the  State;   whether  in  their  public  or  private  relations; 
whether  it  related  to  the  rights  of , persons  or  of  property,  of  the 
whole  people  of  the  State  or  of  any  individual  within  it;  and  whose 
operation  was  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  State  and  upon 
persons  and  things  within  its  jurisdiction."     Surely  the  law  of  this 
State,  fining  one  who  employs  his  servants  in  laboring  on  Sunday, 
comes  within  this  definition  of  "an  internal  police  law,"  which  any 
State  has  a  right  to  pass,  though  it  does  afiect  inter-State  commerce, 
the  regulation  of  which  belongs  exclusively  to  Congress. 

To  show  what  is  regarded  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  as  now  organized,  as  this  police  power  of  the  State,  which  it 
has    never  surrendered,  I   will   refer  to  the  opinion  of  Justice 
.Stroxg  in  the  case  of  the  Railroad  Company  v.  Husen,  95  U.  S., 
decided  October,  1877.    He  says:     '^  We  admit  that  the  deposit  in 
Congress  of  the  power  to  regulate  foreign  commerce   and  com- 
merce among  the  States  was  not  a  surrender  of  that  which  may 
probably  be  denominated  police  power.     What  that  power  is  it  is 
diflScult  to  define  with  sharp  precision.     It  is  generally  said  to  ex- 
VoL.  XLIX  — 38 
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tend  to  making  regulations  ptomotiye  of  domestic  order,  morals, 
health  and  safety.  As  was  said  in  Thorp  v.  Rutland  and  Burlington 
Railroad  Co.y  27  Vt.  149,  it  extends  to  the  protection  of  lives, 
limbs,  health,  comfort  and  quiet  of  all  persons,  and  the  protection 
of  all  property  within  the  State.  According  to  the  maxim  sic 
utere  tuo  utalienumnon  Iwdas,  which  being  of  universal  application 
it  must  of  course  be  within  the  range  of  legislative  action  to  define 
the  mode  and  manner  in  which  every  one  may  so  use  his  own  iis 
not  to  injure  others.  It  was  further  said  that  by  the  general  police 
power  of  a  State,  a  person's  own  property  was  subjected  to  all  kind 
of  restraints  and  burdens,  in  order  to  secure  the  general  comfort, 
health  and  prosperity  of  the  State;  of  tlie  perfect  right  of  the  legis- 
lature to  do  which  no  question  ever  was,  or  upon  acknowledged 
general  principles  ever  can  be  made  so  far  as  natural  persons  are 
concerned.  It  may  be  also  admitted  that  the  police  power  of  a 
State  justifies  the  production  of  precautionary  measures  against 
social  evils.  Under  it  a  State  may  legislate  to  prevent  the  spread 
of  crime,  pauperism  or  disturbance  of  the  peace.  It  may  exclude 
from  its  limits  convicts,  paupers,  idiots  and  lunatics,  and  persons 
likely  to  become  a  public  charge,  as  well  as  persons  afflicted  by 
(M)ntagious  or  infectious  diseases'*  (pp.  470-71).  *  *  *  **  Neitlicr 
the  unlimited  power  of  a  State  to  tax,  nor  any  of  its  large  i)olice 
[)owers,  can  be  exercised  to  such  extent  as  to  work  a  practical  as- 
sumption of  the  powers  propetly  conferred  upon  Congress  by  the 
Constitution.  Many  acts  of  a  State  may  indeed  affect  commerce, 
without  amounting  to  a  regulation  of  it,  in  the  constitutional  sense 
of  the  term.  And  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  define  the  distinction 
1)etween  that  which  merely  affects  or  influences  and  that  which 
regulates  or  furnishes  a  rule  of  conduct." 

In  that  particular  case  a  law  of  Missouri  prohibited  the  driving 
or  conveying  any  Texan,  Mexican  or  Indian  cattle  into  the  State 
of  Missouri  between  the  first  day  of  March  and  the  first  day  of  No- 
vember in  each  year,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  have  been  very  properly 
held  to  be  unconstitutional.  Such  a  law  did  not  come  within  the 
police  power  of  the  State,  as  it  has  been  above  defined  and  illus- 
trated. It  was  not  intended  to  promote  the  mental,  moral  and 
])hysical  well  being  of  the  people  of  Missouri,  but  it  was  a  discrim- 
ination in  inter-State  commerce  to  the  prejudice  of  the  people  of 
another  State,  and  it  was  precisely  for  the  prevention  of  such 
wrongs  that  the  clause  was  inserted  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
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VmM  Sjiates  conferring  upon  Congress  the  ezolasiye  regulation  of 
inter-State  commerce.    See  Railroad  Co.  v.  Richmond,  19  Wall. 
589,  where  Justice  Field  says  correctly:  **The  power  to  regulate 
commerce  among  the  several  States  was  vested  in  Congress  in  order 
to  gecnre  equality  and  freedom  in  commercial  intercourse  against 
discriminating  State  legislation."    This  Missouri  statute  was  obvi- 
ously intended  to  make  just  such  discrimination  as  this  constitutional 
provision  was  intended  to  prevent.     It  was  clearly  unconstitutional. 
But  how  utterly  different  is  the  law  of  this  State  which  we  arc 
considering.     It  was  obviously,  as  we  said  when  the  case  was  for- 
merly before  us,  passed  for  the  sole  purpose  of  promoting  the  men- 
tal, moral  and  physical  well  being  of  our  people  by  providing  that 
they  should  rest  a  seventh  part  of  their  time  from  labor  of  every 
description,  and  that  this  rest  should  be  at  regular  intervals.     The 
legislature  had  no  sort  of  purpose  in  so  doing  to  regulate  in  any  way 
inter-State  commerce.     It  does  not,  as  the  Missouri  statute  did, 
propose  to  trammel,  hinder  or  shackle  commerce.     It  lays  no  tax 
on  such  merchandise  coming  into  or  going  out  of  the  State,  as  some 
unconstitutional  laws  have  done.     It  was,  it  seems  to  me,  obviously 
a  mere  police  law  intended  simply  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the 
People  of  the   State,  and   it  does  not  operate   to  discriminate  as 
against  any  class  of  persons  non-residents  of  the  State  or  citizens 
of  other  States.     It  was  intended  for  and  was  only  an  internal 
police  law,  and  though  it  may  have  some  incidental  effect  upon  the 
inter-State  commerce  carried  on  by  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Rail- 
road Company,  that  fact  according  to  all  the  authorities  does  not 
make  such  a  law  unconstitutional  as  regulating  inter-State  com- 
merce; for  it  does  not  regulate  it  in  the  constitutional  sense  of 
this  word.     Many  more  authorities  might  be  cited,  which  would 
strengthen  the  views  above  taken,  but  it  is  deemed  unnecessary,  as 
vrhile  the  authorities  show  that  there  has  been  sometimes  difficulty 
in  determining  whether  an  act  of  the  legislature  was  a  regulation  of 
inter-State  commerce  or  an  internal  police  law,  yet  these  cases  show 
that  where  such  difficulty  arose  it  was  because  of  an  inherent  diffi- 
culty in  determining  what  was  the  real  object  of  the   legislature 
in  the  passage  of  the  act;  in  the  case  before  us  it  is  obvious  that 
the  entire  object  of  the  act  was  to  promote  the  mental,  moral  and 
physical  well  being  of  persons  in  this  State,  and  though  it  might 
incidentally  affect  the  transportation  of  merchandise  on  Sunday 
over  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  railroad,  yet  in  no  case,  which  I  have 
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seen,  would  this  incidental  effect  convert  what  was  clearly  a  law 
simply  of  internal  police  into  a  law  regulating  inter-State  commerce. 
No  doubt  there  have  been  persons,  who  would  so  construe  this 
clause  of  the  Constitution  giving  to  Congress  the  right  to  regulate 
inter-State  commerce,  that  with  a  like  strained  inteipretation  of 
other  general  provisions  in  the  United  States  Constitution  it  would 
confer  on  Congress  almost  unlimited  power  of  legislation  and  thus 
change  essentially  the  character  of  our  government,  and  take  by  im- 
plication from  the  States  to  a  great  extent  the  power  to  legislate 
with  reference  to  their  internal  affairs  ;  but  I  think  none  have  yet 
gone  so  far  as  to  deny  to  the  State  legislature  the  power  to  pass 
such  a  law  as  we  are  discussing.  If  the  spirit  had  always  prevailed 
of  giving  no  strained  construction  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  but  only  such  construction  as  it  fairly  bore  having  refer- 
ence to  the  evils  intended  to  be  corrected  by  the  Constitution, 
I  cannot  but  think  that  great  and  crying  evils,  the  legitimate  re- 
sult of  this  mode  of  construing  the  Constitution,  would  have  been 
avoided. 

In  the  present  case  the  evil  to  be  corrected  by  the  giving  to  Con- 
gress the  power  to  regulate  inter-State  and  foreign  commerce  was, 
in  the  language  of  Justice  Field  in  Railroad  Co.  v.  Richmond,  19 
Wall.  584,  "to  secure  equality  and  freedom  in  commercial  inter- 
course against  discriminating  State  legislation."  The  inference  to 
be  drawn  from  these  words  of  Justice  Field's  is,  that  no  State 
legislation,  which  does  not  discriminate  in  favor  of  its  own  citizens 
or  of  others  against  the  citizens  of  other  States,  and  which  leaves 
inter-State  commerce  free  and  equal,  ought  to  be  construed  as  vio- 
lating the  spirit  of  this  provision  of  the  Constitution.  If  the 
trade  of  all  the  States  be  permitted  to  be  carried  on  with  equality 
and  freedom,  all  that  was  intended  by  this  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution is  accomplished,  and  there  is  no  propriety  in  forcing  a  con- 
struction on  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  so  as  to  harass  and 
trammel  the  States  in  legislation  with  reference  to  their  internal 
affaii*s,  though  many  laws  of  this  character  passed  by  them  would 
necessarily  affect  inter-State  commerce,  but  not  so  as  to  produce 
the  inequality  and  discrimination  intended  to  be  avoided  by  this 
provision  of  the  Constitution.  For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  Circuit  Court  committed  no  error  in  refusing  to  grant  in- 
structions 5  and  6  set  out  in  the  third  bill  of  exceptions. 

[Minor  matters  omitted.] 
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I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  jadgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Mineral  of  May  f^X  1880,  must  be  approved  and  aflSrmed; 
and  the  defendant  in  error  must  recover  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  his 
costs  in  this  court  expended  and  damages  according  to  law. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Whitakeb  v.  Wabrbk. 

(eo  N.  H.  80.) 

Parent  and  ehUd  —  in  loco  parentis  —  action  for  los$  of  $erviee  and  MpefiMn 

Where  an  infant  dies  by  the  negligence  of  another,  one  standing  in  loco  pa- 
renti$  may  recover  from  him  for  medical  expenses  and  for  actaal  loss  of  ser- 
vice  up  to  the  time  of  the  death. 

ACTION  of  damages  for  injuries  to  plaintiflTs  adopted  minor 
child  by  the  bite  of  a  dog.  The  child  died  from  the  bite  in 
ten  weeks.  The  child  was  given  by  the  parents  to  the  plaintiff  when 
a  few  months  old,  and  had  always  lived  with  the  plaintiff  and  been 
treated  as  his  own  child.  Its  name  had  been  changed,  but  it  had 
not  been  legally  adopted. 

Sulloway,  Topliff  dt  O'Connor,  and  Foote  and  Dearborn,  for 
plaintiff. 

StevenSy  for  defendant. 

Staklby,  J.  [Omitting  minor  points.]  The  defendant  claims 
that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  because  neither  the  relation  of 
parent  and  child,  nor  that  of  ma.stcr  and  servant,  existed  between 
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the  plaintiff  and  the  deceased;  but  the  facts  stated  are  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  phiintiff  stood  in  loco  parentis  to  the  child, 
and  while  this  relation  existed,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  all  the 
rights  of  a  parent.  Preto  y.  Brown,  4  Mass.  675;  Mulhern  v.  Mc- 
Davitty  16  Gray,  404;  WiUiams  v.  Hutchinson,  3  N.  Y.  312;  53  Am. 
Dec.  301;  Cooley  Torts,  235.  This  being  the  case,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  for  nursing  and  care  of  the  child  after  the  iiijury 
and  while  it  lived,  and  for  medicines  and  medical  attendance.  For 
the  personal  injury  to  the  child  he  cannot  recover  (Mall  v.  Hoi- 
lafider,  4  B.  &  C.  660;  Dennis  v.  Clark,  2  Cush.  347,  351;  48  Am. 
Dec.  301 ;'  Bouv.  Inst.,  §  2289),  nor  for  loss  of  services,  without 
evidence  to  that  effect.  Woodward  v.  Washburn,  3  Denio,  369, 
371;  Stephenson  v.  Hall,  14  Barb.  222;  ffall  v.  Hollander,  supra; 
Dennis  v.  Clark,  supra;  Franklin  v.  South  EJastem  Railway,  3 
H.  A;  N.  211;  Cooley  Torts,  226;  Wood  Mast,  and  Serv.  441,  442, 
443. 

The  right  of  the  parent  to  recover  for  loss  of  services  caused  by 
injuries  injQicted  by  third  persons  is  founded  upon  the  fact  that  he 
ii?  entitled  to  the  earnings  of  the  child  during  its  infancy  (Jenness 
V.  Emerson,  15  N.  H.  486;  Schou.  Dom.  Rel.  344,  631);  and  it 
stands  on  the  same  ground  as  the  right  of  a  master  to  the  labor  and 
services  of  his  apprentices.  Schou.  Dom.  Rel.,  supra;  2  Kent 
Com.  192  et  seq.  The  plaintiff  standing  to  the  child  in  loco  paren- 
tis, we  cannot  say  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the  loss  of 
his  services.  His  right  to  recover  is  not  absolute  —  it  depends 
upon  whether  there  has  in  truth  been  a  loss  of  services;  whether 
the  child  was  capable  of  rendering  services;  and  whether  the  plaint- 
iff has  been  deprived  of  the  services  by  the  defendant's  wrongful 
act.  If  the  jury  should  so  find,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  damages 
from  the  time  of  the  injury  until  the  child's  death  — such  damages 
as  will  be  a  full  compensation  for  the  loss  sustained  during  that 
period.  Ruth.  Inst.,  B.  1,  chap.  22,  §  1;  Greenl.  Evid.,  §  253; 
Field  Dam.  21;  Wyatt  i.  Williams,  43  N.  H.  107.  Whether  he 
can  recover  for  loss  of  service  after  the  death  and  during  its  infancy 
is  a  question  on  which  we  express  no  opinion. 

Case  discharged. 
AhLBNf  J-    did  not  sit:  the  others  concurred. 
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Kelbheb  V.  Putnam. 

(ao  N.  H.  ao.) 

Insanity  —  (irreH  wthout  process. 

An  insane  person  may  be  arrested  and  detained  without  legal  process,  only 
when  it  is  reasonably  necessary. 

ASSAULT  and  false  imprisonment.  The  defendant  was  a  county 
commissioner.  The  plaintiff  was  mildly  insane,  and  the  de- 
fendant without  process  arrested  and  detained  her.  The  defendant 
had  judgment  below, 

C,  A.  0^  Connor,  for  plaintiff. 

Sulloway,  Topliff  S  O'Connor,  for  defendants. 

Bingham,  J.  A  county  commissioner  has  no  authority  over 
insane  persons  by  virtue  of  his  office.  The  right  of  personal  lib- 
erty is  subject  to  some  exceptions  necessaiy  to  the  common  wel- 
fare of  society.  At  common  law  a  private  citizen,  without  war- 
rant, may  lawfully  seize  and  detain  another  in  certain  cases.  It 
is  justifiable  to  hold  a  man  to  restrain  him  from  mischief.  It  is 
lawful  to  interfere  in  an  affray  which  endangers  the  lives  of  the 
combatants.  Other  instances  are  enumerated  in  Colby  v.  Jackson^ 
12  N.  H.  626.  Under  the  right  of  self-defense  it  is  lawful  to  seize 
and  restrain  any  person  incapable  of  controlling  his  own  actions, 
whose  being  at  large  endangers  the  safety  of  others.  But  this  is 
justifiable  only  when  the  urgency  of  the  case  demands  immediate 
intervention.  The  right  to  exercise  this  summary  remedy  has  its 
foundation  in  a  reasonable  necessity,  and  ceases  with  the  necessity. 
A  dangerous  maniac  may  be  restrained  temporarily  until  he  can 
be  safely  released,  or  can  be  arrested  upon  legal  process,  or  com- 
mitted to  the  asylum  under  legal  authority.  But  not  every  insane 
person  is  dangerous.  Nothing  can  be  more  harmless  than  some 
of  the  milder  forms  of  insanity.  Nor  is  it  any  justification  that 
the  defendants  were  actuated  by  a  desire  to  promote  the  plaintiff's 
welfare.  The  right  of  personal  liberty  is  deemed  too  sacred  to  be 
left  to  the  determination  of  an  irresponsible  individual,  however 
conscientious.     The  law  gives  these  unfortunate  persons  the  safe- 
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guards  of  legsi  proceedings  and  the  care  of  responsible  guardians. 
Davuf  T.  Merrill,  47  N.  H.  208;  22  Monthly  Law  Rep.  386;  6 
South.  Law  Eev.  (N.  S.)  568;  3  Am.  Law  Bev.  193;  Ray  Insan., 
§§  614-619.  The  legislature  has  established  appropriate  forms  of 
proceeding  for  ascertaining  their  mental  condition,  imposing  upon 
them,  under  the  supervision  of  public  functionaries,  the  restraint 
necessary  to  protect  them  from  the  imposition  of  others,  and  sub- 
jecting them  to  such  treatment  as  may  restore  their  reason.  If 
the  phiintifl  requested  to  be  taken  to  Lawrence,  she  revoked  the 
License  by  resisting  the  removaL  The  instructions  given  to  the 
jury  were  erroneous.  The  question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff's 
removal  was  reasonably  necessary  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.     Cooley  Torts,  176-179;  Addison  Torts,  chap.  12,  §  2. 

Verdict  sei  aride. 
SiAKLBTy  J. 9  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


Dabung  v.  Wilson. 

(OON.H.fiO.) 
Mortgage — of  animals — irwreaee. 

As  against  innocent  third  parties,  a  mortgage  of  a  mare  giyes  a  lien  upon  a 
eolt  with  which  she  is  with  foal  only  so  long  as  is  necessary  for  its  soitable 
nurture. 

rpBOVEK     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

WMington^  for  plaintiff. 
AJbee,  for  defendant. 

&TAisfJJBY,  J.     The  effect  of  the  mortgage,  when  executed,  was 
to  give  the  mortgagee  a  lien  upon  the  mare,  and  upon  the  colt 
with  which  she  was  with  foal.     Cudworth  v.  Scott,  41  N.  H.  456; 
Ibrfnan  ▼.  Procter,  9  B.  Monr.  124;  Evans  v.  Merrihen,  8  GiD  &  J. 
39;    JfeCariy  v.  Blevins,  6  Yerg.   196;  26  Am.  Dec.   262;  Ion- 
trine  V-    Casmi,  1  Murph.   (N.  C.)  389;  4  Am.  Dec.    659.     This 
Drincipte   ^^    ^^*  disputed,  but  how  long  this  lien  continues,  no 
mentjon    ot    the  increase  being  made  in  the  mortgage,    is   not 
Vox.-  XLIX  — 39 
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entirely  clear.  There  being  nothing  m  the  mortgage  showing 
^n  intention  to  create  a  lien  upon  the  increase  of  stock  mortgaged, 
the  lien  existing  only  as  an  incident  to  the  mortgage  would,  as  be- 
tween the  parties,  continue  so  long  only  as  is  necessary  for  the  suit- 
able nurture  of  the  increase.  This  view  is  supported  upon  sound 
principles.  But  however  this  might  be  as  between  the  parties,  as 
between  the  mortgagee  and  an  attaching  creditor  not  having  notice, 
and  not  put  on  inquiry,  there  could  be  no  doubt.  The  mort- 
gage making  no  mention  of  the  increase,  conveys  no  notice  to  third 
persons  of  any  lien.  Indeed,  it  would  tend  to  restrain  inquiries. 
The  possession  of  the  mortgagor  is  evidence  of  title,  and  a  purchaser 
or;  attaching  creditor,  finding  the  mortgagor  in  possession,  and 
finding  nothing  upon  the  records  indicating  any  lien,  and  having 
no  kuoyvledge  of  a  lien,  has  the  right  to  infer  that  the  property  is 
unincumbered.  The  record  is  a  substitute  for  a  change  of  posses- 
sion. The  purpose  of  the  record  is  to  give  notice  that  the  person  in 
possession  is  not  the  absolute  owner,  and  to  do  this  there  must  be 
such  description  as  will  put  the  purchaser  or  attaching  creditor 
upon  inquiry,  and  enable  him  to  discover  the  true  state  of  the  title. 
If  it  falls  short  of  this,  the  object  of  ihe  statute  of  registration  is 
not  accomplished.  How  can  it  be  said  that  a  description,  which  in 
no  way  alludes  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry,  is  constructive 
notice  that  another  thing,  which  at  some  remote  period  may  have 
hi^d  .a,  connection  with  some  article  of  property  described  in  the 
mortgage,  is  included  in  it?  *What  is  there,  in  the  fact  that  the 
mortgage  m  this  case,  made  in  February,  1877,  was  upon  "one 
bay  mare  seventeen  yeara  old,"  to  suggest  to  a  stranger,  who  ex- 
amined the  records  in  May,  1879,  that  a  colt  two  years  old,  which 
the  mortgagor  had  in  his  possession,  he  having  sold  the  mare,  was 
the  offspring  of  the  mare  mortgaged?  The  mortgiage,  U'lng  con- 
structive notice  merely,  cannot  be  notice  of  a  lien  upon  property 
which  is  not  described  in  such  way  as  to  suggest  an  inquiry  in  re- 
gard to  it. 

If  the  plaintiff's  view  is  correct,  there  is  no  limit  to  the  amount 
of  pro{>erty  that  can  be  held  upon  a  mortgage  of  live  stock.  If  the 
mortgage  covers  the  increase  of  the  particular  animals  mortgaged, 
so  that  they  cannot  be  sold  to  an  innocent  purchaser  or  attached 
by  an  innocent  creditor,  it  would,  for  the  same  reason,  cover  the 
increase  of  the  increase  to  an  indefinite  period,  and  no  person 
would  be  safe  in  purchasing  live  animals  of  one  who  had  at  anv 
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timecKa^^e  a  mortgage  upou  his  live  stock,  without  examining  into 
thoip^-diga:^  of  the  animal  and  ascertsuning  whether  some  of  its 
jmce^tojne  were  among  those  mortgaged,  however  great  the  incon- 
veniei:^<3^  oi:  expense  lu  so  doing.  This  is  not  the  law.  Winter  v. 
Laiic^^:^^^  ^sre,  42  Iowa,  471. 

Ulx>i:i.    the  facts  founded  by  the  referee,  the  colt  was  ojxjn  to  at- 
tachon^x^t,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 

Judgment  an  the  report, 

Biftc<a>X£AM,  J.,  did  not  9^t;  the  others  concurred. 


Bank  of  Ntewjehtry  v.  Sinclair. 

(WN.H.WO.) 

Guaranty  —  eantinmng  notiee  of  aecepiafiee  and  default. 

Uiules^  ^   ]i«Tltten  ^arauty  to  he  responsible  for  indebtedness  incurred  before  • 
^t^'^n  day.  notice  of  acceptance  and  of  default  is  unnecessary.* 

A^^'^ION  on  a  guaranty.     The  head-note  and  opinion  show  the 
^5»Be. 

^"^»*^*«w,  Mitchell  S  BatcheUor,  for  defendant. 

^'^^^A^  J  Roger:f  and  Ladd,  for  pkintiff. 

*^^*f  BR,  J.     The  defendants  contend  that  they  are  not  liable  on 

the  Contract  of  guaranty  which  they  signed,  because  there  has  been 

T\o  Notice  to  them  of  an  acceptance  of  the  guaranty  on  the  part  of 

t\ve  bank,  or  of  the  amount  of  money  advanced  on  the  faith  of  it; 

atvA    they  argue  that  the  guarantors  have  the  right  to  know  what 

t\\e  u^x^ptor  of  the  guaranty  expects  of  them,  in  order  that  they 

tn»y  take  security  or  indemnity  from  the  party  in  whose  favor  they 

\\»ve  assumed  liability;  that  they  are  entitled  to  notice  within  a 

Tei«ouable  time  and  that  a  reasonable  time  would  be  such  time  as 

would  secure  to  them  all  means  of  protecting  themselves.     But  at 

the  date  of  their  contract  they  assumed  a  liability  which  was  to 

continue.    This  was  a  voluntary  undertaking  on  their  part,  and 

*  See  King  v.  fiatUrnon  (13  R.  I.  117),  43  Am   Rep.  13. 
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the  opportunity  for  indemnity  was  afforded  at  the  time  when  they 
assumed  their  responsibility;  and  a  failure  to  avail  themselves  of 
that  opportunity  was  not  attributable  to  any  want  of  notice  by  the 
bank,  but  only  to  their  own  laches  and  their  improvident  confi- 
dence. 

When  notice  of  the  acceptance  of  a  guaranty  is  required,  it  is  for 
the  purpose  of  informing  the  guarantor  that  the  person  to  whom 
his  offer  or  proposal  to  guarantee  is  addressed  intends  to  look  to 
him  ultimately  for  payment  of  the  liability,  and  what  the  extent 
of  that  liability  is.  But  this  doctrine  is  inapplicable  to  cases 
where  the  agreement  to  accept  is  contemporaneous  with  the  guaranty 
or  constitutes  the  consideration  or  basis  of  it.  In  such  a  case  all 
the  parts  of  the  transaction  are  connected,  and  notice  of  acceptance 
is  implied.  Fell  Guar.  319;  2  Pars.  Cont.  13;  Story  Prom.  Notes 
(7th  ed.),  §  460,  note  2;  Wildes  v.  Savage,  1  Sto.  22;  Walker  r. 
Forhesy  25  Ala.  139,  147  ;  60  Am.  Dec.  498  ;  Jackson  v.  Tandes,  7 
Blackf.  526 ;  Maynard  v.  Morse,  36  Vt.  617;  Howe  v.  NieJdeSy  22 
Me.  175;  Smith  v.  Dann,  6  Hill,  643 ;  Sleeker  v.  Hyde,  3  McLean, 
279;  New  Haven  Co.  Bank  v.  Mitchell,  15  Conn.  206;  Douglass  v. 
Rowland,  24  Wend.  35  ;  Union  Bank  v.  Coster,  3  N.  Y.  212; 
53  Am.  Dec.  280;  Powers  v.  Bumcratz,  12  Ohio  St.  273. 

And  it  is  equally  clear,  that  in  order  to  charge  the  defendants  no 
demand  of  payment  or  notice  of  Sinclair's  default  was  required. 
The  contract  and  undertaking  of  the  defendants  was  not  merely  a 
promise  to  pay  an  indefinite  sum  within  an  indefinite  time,  upon 
the  default  of  the  principal  debtor.  It  was  a  joint  and  several  ab^ 
solute  promise  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  a  sum  limited  m 
amount,  upon  no  other  condition  than  that  the  debt,  the  payment 
of  which  was  thus  guaranteed,  should  be  contracted  before  March 
1,  1878.  The  insolvency  of  Sinclair  before  the  expiration  of  that 
period  could  not  affect  the  liability  of  the  guarantors.  That  was  a 
contingency,  which  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  prudence,  they 
were  bound  to  contemplate  and  provide  for  at  the  time  of  entering 
into  their  contract  with  the  plaintiffs.  The  liability  of  the  defend- 
ants attached  unconditionally  and  became  fixed  as  soon  as  the  in- 
debtedness of  Sinclair  subsequently  occurred.  No  condition  as  re- 
gards presentment  or  notice  is  expressed  or  implied  in  the  terms  of 
the  contract.  It  is  an  undertaking  and  promise  to  do  a  certain 
thing  in  a  certain  specific  event.  The  event  is  a  default  in  the 
payment  of  the  principal  party's  debt  on  or  before  a  certain  date. 
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When  this  event  happened,  the  hability  of  the  guarantors,  by  the 
terms  of  their  guaranty,  was  complete. 

''  If  presentment  and  notice  or  any  other  acts  are  necessary  to  es- 
tablish a  default  on  the  part  of  the  person  whose  contract  is  guaran- 
teed, they  are  also  necessary  to  establish  the  liability  of  the  guaran- 
tor, because  he  is  liable  only  upon  the  default  of  the  former;  for 
example,  if  the  contract  guaranteed  is  that  of  an  mdorser,  or  (as  m 
Philips  V.  Astling,  2  Taunt.  206)  that  of  a  drawer  of  a  bill,  pre- 
sentment to  the  acceptor  or  maker,  and  notice  to  the  indorser  or 
drawer,  are  necessary,  because  without  such  presentment  and 
notice  there  would  be  no  default  on  the  part  of  the  mdorser  or 
drawer,  and  therefore  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the  guarantor. 
Bat  if  no  presentment  or  notice  is  necessary  to  establish  a  default 
on  the  part  of  the  person  whose  contract  is  guaranteed,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  maker  of  a  note  [the  case  at  barj  or  the  acceptor  of  a 
bill,  none  is  necessary  to  establish  the  liability  of  the  guarantor." 
Story  Prom.  Notes  (7th  ed.),  622-627,  note  2;  Leake  Cont.  338. 
*'  In  some  cases  of  contracts  to  do  a  certain  thing  m  a  certain  spe- 
cific event,  the  law  implies  a  condition  that  notice  shall  be  given  of 
the  happening  of  the  event,  and  no  liability  arises  under  the  con- 
tract until  such  notice  is  given.  These  are  cases  where  the  event 
upon  which  the  party  has  promised  to  perform  is  within  the  pe- 
culiar knowledge  of  the  other  party,  and  the  party  that  is  to  per- 
form cannot  make  himself  acquainted  with  it.  But  sucli  a  con- 
dition is  not  implied  in  cases  where  the  event  upon  which  the  act 
to  be  done  is  the  act  or  default  of  a  third  person,  for  the  party 
who  is  to  perform  can  make  himself  acquainted  with  the  happening 
of  the  event."  Therefore  it  is  said,  and  has  been  repeatedly  held 
in  England  and  in  America,  that  in  the  case  of  a  guai*anty  there  is 
no  implied  condition  that  notice  shall  be  given  of  the  default  of 
the  party  whose  contract  is  guaranteed.  Vyse  v.  Wakefield,  6  Mees. 
A  W.  442,  452;  Dawson  v.  Wrench,  3  Exch.  359,  362;  Makin  v. 
Watkinson,  L.  R.,  6  Ex.  25;  Lent  v.  Padelfordy  10  Mass.  230; 
Vnial  V.  Richardson,  13  Allen,  521,  532;  Train  v.  Jones,  11  Vt 
444;  Peck  v.  Barney,  13  id.  93;  Sylvester  v.  Downer,  18  id.  35; 
Noyes  v.  Nichols,  28  id.  178;  Montgomery  v.  Kellogg,  43  Miss.  486; 
Fell  Guar.  318. 

Independently  of  the  particular  terms  of  his  contract,  a  guaran- 
tor has  certain  rights  in  his  charaetor  of  surety.  These  rights 
appertain  to  all  sureties,  whothrr  they  join  in   the  same  contract 
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with  the  principal,  or  bind  themselves  by  a  collateral  agreement 
An  example  of  one  of  the  surety'*  rights  is,  that  there  shall  be  no 
dealing  with  the  principal  by  which  the  surety's  right  of  recourse  to 
him  shall  be  affected.  But  the  surety  has  not  the  right  to  require 
the  taking  of  any  active  steps  against  the  principal,  or  notice  to 
himself  of  the  principal's  default.  The  reason  of  this  has  been 
stated  in  these  words:  '*  The  surety  is  a  guarantor,  and  it  is  his 
business  to  see  whether  the  principal  pays,  and  not  that  of  the 
creditor."  Lord  Eldon,  in  Wright  v.  Simpson,  6  Ves.,  Jr.,  714,  734; 
Bellowsw  Lovell,  5  Pick.  307,  311;  Hunt \.  Bridgham,  2  id.  581;  13 
Am.  Dec.  458.  Thus  it  is  said,  in  the  note  to  Story  on  Promissory 
Notes,  ante:  "  This  seems,  at  least,  Jis  applicable  to  a  person  who 
enters  into  a  contract  of  guaranty.  So  far  as  the  question  of  piv- 
sentment  or  notice  is  concerned,  the  person  who  undertakes  to  puv 
upon  the  default  of  another  seems  to  be  under  as  absolute  an  obli- 
gation to  pay  when  the  default  occurs,  as  the  person  who  enters  into 
an  original  agreement  to  pay  jointly  with,  and  as  surety  for,  another. 
The  terms  of  a  guanmty  seem  to  impose  on  the  guarantor  the  duty 
of  seeing  whether  the  principal  pays;  if  the  principal  does  not  pay, 
and  the  guarantor  sustains  loss  through  ignorance  of  his  default, 
the  loss  is  owing  to  his  own  negligence,  and  it  seems  much  more 
apj)ropriate  that  it  should  be  borne  by  him  than  by  the  pereon 
to  whom  he  has  agreed  to  be  answerable  upon  the  principars 
default."  Many  English  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of  thin 
doctrine,  which  is  certainly  sustained  by  the  following  (among 
other)  American  cases:  Oage  v.  Mechanics*  Bank,  79  111.  62; 
Dickersonv,  Derricksony  39  id.  574;  Oage  y.  Lewis,  68  id.  604,618; 
Hammond  v.  GilmorCy  14  Conn.  470;  Bushnellx.  Church,  15  id.  406; 
Donley  y.  Camp,  22  Ala.  659;  58  Am.  Dec.  274;  Townsend  v.  Cowles, 
31  id.  428;  Woolley  v.  Sergeant,  8  N.  J.  L.  262;  Noyes  v.  Nichols. 
28  Vt.  159;  Keith  v.  Dwmnell,  38  id.  286,  293;  Clay  v.  Edgerton, 
19  Ohio  St.  549;  Watson  v.  Walker,  23  N.  H.  471;  Waters  v. 
Thanef.  2  A.  &  E.  (N.  S.)  765,  770;  Kautzman  v.  Weirtck,  26 
Ohio  St.  330. 

Earlier  Massachusetts  cases,  which  seem  to  hold  the  contrary 
doc'triiie,  are  disapproved  in  Vmal  v.  Richardson,  13  Allen,  521, 
')33.  in  which  it  is  said:  *'The  circumstances  show  pretty  conclu- 
sively tliat  the  defendant  knew  of  the  default  of  the  principal 
flobtor.  If  he  did  not  know  of  it,  it  was  from  his  own  neglect  to 
inform  liiinsolf.     He  has  not  suffered  from  want  of  notice." 
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In  this  State  the  tendency  of  the  cases  is  to  establish  the  rule, 
that  where  the  guaranty  is  in  the  nature  of  an  oflfer  to  be  respon- 
sible for  a  contingent,  future  liability  {e.g.,  a  guaranty  of  payment 
lor  goods  that  may  afterward  be  sold),  it  is  necessary  to  give 
reasonable  notice  of  the  extent  to  which  it  has  been  acted  on;  but 
that  no  notice  is  necessary  in  the  case  of  an  absolute  guaranty  of  a 
Bpecific  engagement.  Beebe  v.  Dudley,  26  N.  H.  249 ;  March  v. 
Putney,  56  id.  34. 

In  view  of  this  vast  preponderance  of  authority,  we  have  no 
hesitation  in  holding  that  in  all  the  apparent  circumstances  of  the 
present  case,  no  notice  of  the  acceptance  of  the  guaranty,  nor  of  de 
mand  of  payment,  nor  of  default  to  pay  on  the  part  of  the  debtor, 
was  required.  Such  we  understand  to  be  the  law  of  Vermont, 
where  this  writing  was  executed,  and  where  the  contract  was  to  be 
performed. 

[Minor  matters  omitted.] 

It  therefore  follows,  that  after  the  application  of  the  $6,750,  as 
before  indicated  on  Sinclair's  $12,000  note,  and  on  the  Pierce  and 
Qaimby  notes,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  judgment  in  all 
three  of  these  actions. 

Cases  discharged, 

Stanley,  Bingham  and  Clark,  JJ.,  did  not  sit;  the  others 
concurred. 


Sleeper  v.  Laconia. 

(«0N.  H.aoi.) 
Deed  —  boundary  on  river. 


A  boii»^*T  ^  *  ^^^^  ronning  "to  the  river  and  thence  on  the  river  shore," 
oomvejE  to  the  center  of  the  stream.     {See  note,  p,  812.) 

COJ^TKOVERSY  about  land  taken  for  a  highway.     The  opinion 
st&tes  the  point. 

uithctrd  and  Whipple^  for  plaintiff. 

r^ta^ll  dk  Stone,  for  defendants.     ' 
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STA.KLET,  J.  Baldwin  once  owned  the  premises  in  qnestion. 
His  line  extended  to  the  river,  *^  thence  on  the  river/'  etc  This 
gave  him  the  soil  to  the  thread  of  the  stream.  State  v.  OilmatUon, 
9  N.  H.  461;  Greenlea/y.  Ktlton,  11  id.  530;  Stale  v.  Boscawen,  28 
id.  217;  JiichoU  v.  Suncook  Mfg.  Co.,  34  id.  345,  349;  Kimball  v. 
Schoffy  40  id.  190;  Bradford  v.  Cressey,  45  Me.  9.  Running  the 
line  to  the  river  does  not  restrict  the  grant  to  bank  or  shore  of  the 
river.  The  river  is  the  monument,  and  like  a  tree,  a  stake,  a 
stone,  or  any  other  monument,  controls  the  distance,  and  is  to  be 
considered  as  located  equally  on  the  land  granted  and  the  land  of 
the  adjoining  owner.  The  center  of  the  monument  is  the  bound- 
ary, and  the  grant  extends  to  that  point. 

These  views  are  not  controverted,  but  the  defendants  contend 
that  the  clause  in  the  deed  from  Baldwin  to  Reeves  and  from 
Reeves  to  the  plaintiff,  **  thence  north-easterly  on  the  river  shore,'' 
limits  and  restricts  the  grant  to  the  bank  or  shore  of  the  river. 
In  Woodmanii  v.  Spencer,  54  N.  H.  507,  this  question  was  con- 
sidered in  respect  to  land  bounded  by  a  highway,  and  it  was 
there  held  that  the  expressions,  on  the  highway,  and  by  the  side  of 
the  highway,  were  identical  in  meaning  and  effect;  and  this  view 
is  fully  sustained  by  Dovaston  v.  Paine,  2  Sm.  L.  C,  H.  &  W., 
notes  213,  216,  232,  234,  235,  237,  238;  Motley  v.  Sargent,  119 
Mass.  231;  Peck  v.  Denniaton,  121  id.  17;  0' Connelly.  Bryant, 
id.  557.  The  rule  is  a  presumed  understanding  of  the  parties 
that  the  grantor  does  not  retain  a  narrow  strip  of  land  under 
a  stream  or  other  highway,  because  the  title  of  it  left  in  him 
would  generally  be  of  little  use,  except  for  a  purpose  of  annoyance 
and  litigation. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  agreement  between  Baldwin  and  Reeves 
tended  to  contradict  the  deed,  and  was  properly  excluded.  Ooodeno 
v.  Hutchinson,  54  N.  H.  159. 

Judgment  on  the  report  for  the  plaintiff  for  $400. 

Foster  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 

NoTB  BY  THE  Hbportbr.— See  43  Am.  Rep.  118;  32  id.  719;  16  id.  534; 
23  id.  233 ;  31  Eng.  Rep.  689. 

One  of  the  boundaries  of  the  land  conveyed  was  first  described  in  the  deed 
ws  *•  to  a  monument  upon  the  bank  of  the  stream,  thence  westerly  by  the  stream 
to  the  road."  The  deed  closed  with  reference  to  a  plan  in  which  the  same 
boundary  in  its  whole  it-n^ih  falls  short  of  the  stream.  Held^  that  this  was 
not  a  case  for  the  applicHtion  of  tlie  rule  tlint   the   first  clause  in  a  grant  pre- 
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Tails,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  title  was  restricted  to  the  line  indicated  by  the 
plan.     Br$kine  v.  MouUon,  66  Me.  276. 

The  starting  point  in  the  description  in  a  deed  was  described  as  where  Pine 
creek  crossed  a  certain  section  line  ;  the  third  call  carried  the  line  *•  east  to 
Pine  creek .  thence  north  easterly,  up  the  west  bank  of  Pine  creek,  to  the 
place  of  beginning."  Held,  that  the  land  conveyed  extended  only  to  the  west 
bank  of  the  creek,  and  not  to  the  middle  of  the  stream.  Murphy  y.  Cope 
land,  61  Iowa,  615. 


Faenum  V.  Patch. 

(0ON.H.294.) 
PcvrtTi^rifdp  —  **  shares  "  »»  a  business. 

Unincorporated  persons  taking  certain  numbers  of  '*  shares/'  **  for  the  purpose 
of  starting  a  grocery  store,"  are  partners  between  themselves,  although  they 
called  themselves  "  stockholders  "  and  their  opinion  was  that  there  was  no 
liability  for  losses  beyond  the  amount  paid  for  the  shares. 


B 


ILL  for  contribution.     The  opinion  states  the  facts. 


Raiid  and  Ladd,  for  defendant. 
Bums  and  SawyeVy  for  plaintiff. 

Doe,  C.  J.    By  the  written  agreement,  the  signers  "agree  to 
take  the  nnmber  of  shares  set  against  onr  names,  at  $25  per  share 
for  the  purpose  of  starting  a  grocery  store  —  said  stockholders  to 
decide  upon  the  location  for  said  store,  and  make  all  other  arrange- 
ments necessary  to  carry  into  opemtion  siiid   store.'*     There  being 
no  purpose  to  organize  a  corporation,  tins  wjvs  an  ugroenient  to 
become  unincorporated  ''  stockholders  "  of  **  a  grocery  store. "   The 
defendants.  Dodge  and  Manahan,  did  not  sign  the  agreement,  and 
did  not  become  stockholders.    Manahan  gave  the  stockholders  ^^50, 
which  was  given  back  to  him;  but  he  was  neither  a  partner  nor  a 
creditor.      He  neither  took  nor  agreed  to  take  any  "  shares  "  in  the 
store'  he  did  not  hold  himself  out,  nor  consent  to  be  held  out,  as 
s  stockholder;  and  he  has  in  no  way  made  himself  liable  for  the 
debts  or  losses  incurred  in  the  business  of  the  store.     The  defend- 
Voi..    XLIX~40 
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ants,  Colbum  and  G.  A.  Duncklee,  signed  the  agreement,  but  did 
not  become  stockholders  by  taking,  that  is,  paying  for  the  shares 
thoy  agreed  to  take;  and  the  facts  of  an  estoppel  are  not  found 
against  them.  It  does  not  appear  that  they  induced  the  plaintiff 
to  believe  and  act  upon  the  belief  that  they  were  stockholders. 
Tlie  case  does  not  raise  the  question  of  their  liability  for  damages 
for  their  non-performance  of  their  agreement  to  become  stock- 
liolders,  or  the  question  of  their  liability  to  become  stockholders  on 
a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  their  agreement.  This  bill  for 
dividing  losses  among  stockholders  cannot  be  maintained  against 
those  who  have  never  been  stockholders. 

The  other  defendants  and  the  plaintiff  became  stockholdei-s  by 
]HU'forming  their  agreement  **  to  take  the  number  of  shares  set 
against  our  names,  at  $25  per  share,  for  the  purpose  of  starting  a 
grocery  store.''  Whether  specific  performance  of  this  agreement 
to  become  stockholders  could  have  been  enforced  on  a  bill  in  chan- 
(^ery,  and  whether  damages  for  its  non-performance  could  have  been 
recovered  in  a  suit  at  law,  are  now  immaterial  questions.  Those 
wlio  became  stockholders  by  voluntarily  and  specifically  performing 
tlieir  agreement  to  take  shares,  accepted,  as  between  themselves, 
the  rights  conferred  and  tlie  obligations  imposed  by  the  writing, 
whicli  is  the  best  evidence  of  their  intention  and  undei'standing. 
If  tlie  writing  did  not  correctly  state  the  contract  they  intended  to 
make  with  each  other,  it  could  have  been  reformed  on  a  bill  in 
equity,  or  abandoned  by  common  consent.  Having  been  neither 
changed  by  legal  process,  nor  rescinded  by  the  parties,  it  is  binding 
upon  them  like  any  other  written  contract,  and  cannot  be  varied 
by  ])arol. 

Tiiose  who  took  the  shares  tliey  agreed  to  take  considered  them- 
selves "  stockholders;  "  they  so  described  themselves  in  the  agree- 
mont;  and  *' stockholders,'' in  Mie  agreement,  means  *^  partners." 
They  became  stockholders,  without  being  incorporated  and  without 
any  design  of  forming  a  cori)oration,  **  for  the  purpose  of  starting 
a  grocery  store,"  and  they  carried  their  purpose  into  execution. 
In  j)ursuance  of  the  agreement,  they  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  sums 
of  money  equal  to  the  shares  set  against  their  names,  at  $25  per 
share,  to  be  invested  in  goods  to  l)e  bought  for  the  store.  The 
money  thus  raised  was  the  proj)erty  of  the  firm;  and  the  goods 
bouj^ht  witli  the  money  wen*  I  be  |)ro)»ertv  of  the  firm.  There  was 
!i )  loan  or  gift    of  (be  money,  the   uods.  or  the  proceeds  of  the 
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goods.  The  purpose  of  starting  a  grocery  store  was  accomplished 
in  Apnl,  1875.  In  less  than  two  years  all  the  shares  except  those 
of  Savage  were  sold  by  their  owners,  and  were  bought  by  Savage. 
And  the  question  is,  whether  each  stockholder  is  liable  to  contrib- 
ute, in  proportion  to  his  number  of  shares,  for  the  payment  of 
debts  of  the  store  contracted  and  losses  of  the  store  incurred  while 
he  was  a  stockholder. 

The  "'shares"  which   by  tlie  written    agreement   the   "stock- 
holders "  were  to  take,  were  shares  of   the  stock  of  which  by  the 
•igreeraent  they  were  to  be  holders;  and  that  stock  was  the  capital 
^tock  of  the  store  which  it  was  their  purpose  to  start.     There  was 
no  other  stock  of  which  they  became  holders  in  pui*suance  of   the 
:»greement.     They   were   to   own   shares   of    undivided   proj)erty; 
there  was  to  be  a  community  of  interest;  and  the  property  which 
they  were  to  own  in  common  was  to  be  *^  a  grocery  store."     The 
^tore  which  it  was  their  purpose  to  start  was  not  a  mere  building, 
D'U  a  grocery  business,   including  its  capital  stock,  profits,  and 
losses.    There  would  be  a  balance  of  profit  or  a  balance  of  loss; 
profits  and  losses,  producing  that  balance,  were  certain.     Losses 
(by  expense  and  leakage,  if  not  otherwise)   were  us  inevitable  as 
profits;  and  the  maintenance  of  an  exact  and  continuous  equilib- 
rium of  losses  and  profits  was   impracticable.     In  April,  1876,  the 
})ooks  showed  ♦459.71  as  a  balance  of  profit.     Each  cent  of  profit, 
when  received  from  a  customer,  was  not  to  be  set  aside  and  kept 
08  a  separate  fund  with  a  preserved  identity.     If  that  course  had 
been  taken,  the  fund  of  profits,  being  a  part  of  the  price  received 
for  goods  sold,  would  have  been  tlie  fund  of  the  stockholders  of 
the  store.     The  profits  were  to  be  mingled  with  and  become  a  part 
of  the  stockholders'  capitjil.     The  capital  stock,  owned  in  common, 
would  be  money,  goods,  fixtures  and  implements  of  the  business, 
and  claims  for  goods  sold  on  credit,  if  sales  on  credit  were  made. 

The  business  in  which  the  capital  was  to  be  employed  was  buy- 
iiii^  and  selling  the  goods  of  a  grocery  store.  The  stockholders 
engaged  in  that  mercantile  business  were  to  be  joint  principals 
carrving  on  the  business.  This  is  the  natural  and  obvious  meaning 
ol  the  written  contract  of  unincorporated  **  stockholders,"  taking 
••shares  "  *'for  the  purpose  of  starting  a  grocery  store;"  there  is 
no  competent  evidence  giving  the  contract  a  different  meaning;  and 
such  principals  are  partiuM-s.  Eastman  v.  Clark,  53  X.  Fl.  276, 
294"  9.  c,  16  Am.  Rep.  192.     The  community  of  interest  in  the 
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profits  and  losses  of  the  business,  like  the  community  of  interest 
in  the  original  capital,  was  an  unavoided  incident,  and  an  nn- 
severed  and  unalienated  part  of  the  community  of  interest  in  the 
grocery  business  started  by  the  stockholders,  and  carried  on  by 
nobody  else  as  principal  during  the  time  they  held  their  shares  of 
the  capital.  During  that  time  they  were  not  creditors  of  the  prin- 
cipals by  whom  the  business  was  carried  on.  That  it  was  carried 
on  during  that  time  by  their  debtors  as  principals  is  a  fact  that 
has  not  been  and  manifestly  cannot  be  found.  There  were  no  such 
debtors;  and  without  debtors  there  can  be  no  creditors. 

The  written  contract  did  not  provide  that  anybody  but  subscrib- 
ing stockholders  should  have  any  interest  in  the  business;  and 
nobody  but  such  stockholder  acquired  any  interest  in  it,  during 
the  time  for  which  contribution  i8  sought.  There  was  no  gift  or 
contract  by  which,  during  that  time,  any  part  of  the  business,  chat- 
tels, money,  debts,  credits,  profits  or  losses  of  the  store  belonged  to 
any  one  but  the  stockholdei-s.  They  cjirried  the  original  contract 
into  execution  without  any  departure  from  its  legal  meaning. 
They  owned  their  shares  from  the  moment  they  created  stock  by 
taking  shares,  until  they  sold  them.  Until  they  sold  them,  the 
business  started  by  them  did  not  cease  to  be  theirs.  No  share  was 
sold  to  any  one  who  was  not  an  original  member  of  the  firm.  By  sales 
of  shares,  the  number  of  the  partners  was  diminished;  but  the  busi- 
ness was  the  business  of  partners  until  stockholder  Savage  became 
the  owner  of  all  the  shares.  Then,  and  not  till  then,  and  by  his 
purchase  of  all  the  sliares  of  his  copartners,  the  partnership  was 
finally  dissolved.  When  a  shareholder  sold  his  shares  he  withdrew 
from  the  firm,  and  did  not  become  liable  to  contribute  for  debts 
afterward  contracted,  or  losses  afterward  incurred;  but  he  was  not 
discharged  from  his  liability  to  bear,  by  contribution,  his  share  of 
debts  contracted  and  losses  incurred  while  he  was  a  partner.  The 
"further  liability"  from  which  he  was  relieved  was  that  which 
would  subsequently  arise  in  the  continuance  of  the  business  of  the 
store,  and  not  that  which  had  already  arisen.  For  debts  contracted 
l)y  the  firm  after  his  retirement  he  might  be  liable  to  creditors 
(ZoUar  v.  Janvrin,  47  N.  H.  324),  but  not  to  his  copartners.  Long 
after  the  amicable  and  harmonious  dissolution  of  the  firm,  the 
present  controversy  arose,  from  the  fact  that  the  stockholders  did 
not  wind  up  the  busniess  and  pay  the  debts  out  of  the  capital 
stock,  ami  when  they  sevemlly  sold  their  shares,  did  not  severally 
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^Ve  indemnity  from  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor's  liability 
^^  Existing  debts.  And  for  his  own  omission  each  stockholder  is 
alone  responsible. 

The  liability  of  the  subscribing  stockholdera  depends,  not  upon 
their  opinion  of  the  legal  meaning  of   *' partnership,"  but  upon 
their  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  facts  of  their  sharehold- 
ing enterprise,  proved  by  competent  evidence.     Their  shares  were 
not  given  away.      No  one  understood  that  he  was  a  donor  or  11 
donee  of  any  of  the  shares  taken  by  the  subscribers.     If  they  had 
loaned  their  capital,  they  would  have  been  creditors  of  the  borrow- 
ers for  the  amount  loaned.     If  they  had  loaned  it  to  members  of 
the  grange,  and  the  latter  had  been  the  principals  in  the  grocery 
business,  the  shareholders,  being  members  of  the  grange,  would 
have  been  both  lenders  and  borrowers,  and  as  borrowers  and  prin- 
cipals would  have  been  partners,  whose  names  should  have  been 
filed  with  the   town-clerk   (G.  Ij.,   chap.  117,   §§   1   and   2);  and 
this  bill,  amended  if  necessary,  could  have  been  maintained.     But 
it  is  not  found  that  more  than  one  person  understood  himself  to  be 
'A  borrower  of  any  part  of  the  capital.     Simpson  alone  understood 
tlie  capital  was  loaned   to  the  grange;  and  his  unilateral  under- 
standing could  amount  to  no  more  than  his  loan  of  his  own  shares 
to  himself.      The  shareholders  knew  they   were  unincorporated 
stockholders  from  the  time  they  took  their  shares  until  they  sold 
them.    Their  belief  or  understanding,  that  during  that  time  they 
were  not  "partners"  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  word,  was  a  mistaken 
and  immaterial  view  of  the  law.     They  entertained  the  erroneous 
opinion,  that  for  some  unexplained  reason  their  liability  was  limited 
in  Extent  to  the  amount  of  the  shares  they  took  at  $25  per  share. 
Their  liability  to  that  amount  they  understood.     How  they  were 
incurring  liability  to  that  amount  if  not  as  principals  in  the  busi- 
ness of  the  store,  and  how  they  were  principals  and  not  partners  in 
that  business,  are  unanswered  questions. 

A  limitation  of  th^ir  liability  to  the  amount  of  money  paid  as  their 
shares  of  the  original  capital  would  have  been  an  important  safeguard 
which  they  could  have  obtained  as  special  partners,  under  the  stat- 
ute of  limited  partnerships  (G.  L.,  chap.  118),  if  they  could  have 
found  some  one  willing  to  relieve  them  of  the  unlimited  liability  of 
general  partners  by  taking  it  all  upon  himself  as  a  general  partner, 
flflgociated  with  special  partners.  Without  taking  any  steps  to  ob- 
tain such  a  limitation,  they  assumed  its  legal  existence.     They  were 
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necessarily  to  be  the  owners  of  the  profits  as  profits,  while  they  held 
their  shares.  But  the  losses  might  exceed  the  profits;  the  balance 
of  loss  might  be  more  than  $25  per  share;  and  in  supposing  it  was 
not  necessary  for  them  either  to  get  some  one  to  bear  the  excess 
of  loss  beyond  a  certain  limit,  or  bear  it  themselves,  they  fell  into 
a  not  uncommon  error  of  law.  They  contemplated  losses,  for  they 
understood  they  were  liable  to  lose  their  shares  of  the  original 
capital.  Their  intention  not  to  bear  any  excess  of  lo^s  beyond 
that  limit  was  not  carried  out  by  a  bilateral  agreement  that  whilo 
such  balance  of  profit  as  might  accrue  should  be  theirs,  such  bal- 
ance of  loss  as  might  accrue,  beyond  the  amount  of  i26  per  share, 
should  fall  upon  somebody  else.  Their  understanding  of  such  an 
actually  existing  limit  of  their  known  and  acknowledged  liability 
was,  in  effect,  an  understanding  of  a  grocer,  that  although  goods 
are  bought  for  his  store  and  become  his  by  purchase,  neither  he 
nor  any  one  else  is  to  be  a  debtor  for  them,  if  he  lias  previoiisly 
lost,  or  if  he  afterward  loses,  the  original  capital  of  his  grocery  by 
fire  or  robbery,  or  by  the  expenses  and  bad  debts  of  his  business. 

If  their  liability  had  been  affected  by  their  understanding  that 
it  was  limited  to  the  amounts  paid  in  by  them  as  their  shares  of 
the  original  capital,  this  bill  could  be  maintained.  Upon  that  un- 
derstanding they  would  be  liable  to  those  amounts.  Their  sale  of 
their  shares  would  not  have  discharged  the  limited  amount  of  their 
liability  for  debts  and  losses  incurred  while  they  were  members  of 
the  firm.  But  the  supposed  limitatioii  of  their  liability  was  mere 
legal  error.  ' 

The  business  of  the  store  was  begun  and  continued  under  the 
general  management  of  "a  committee'^  of  three  stockholders,' ap- 
pointed by  the  grange  of  which  the  stoikholders  were  members, 
Hud  recognized  by  them  as  a  committee.  All  knew  that  the  busi- 
ness was  thus  begun  and  continued,  and  no  one  made  any  objec- 
tion. Every  thing  appeai*s  to  have  been  done  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, because  upon  the  supposed  legal  limitation  of  their  liability 
as  a  basis  of  their  venture,  there  was  no  cause  of  dissent  or  dissat- 
isfaction. No  one  underatood  that  the  committee  were  the  only  prin- 
cipals, or  were  carrying  on  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  business  at 
their  separate  risk,  or  were  entitled  to  more  of  the  profits,  or  sub- 
ject to  more  of  the  losses,  than  were  appurtenant  to  the  number  of 
shares  they  had  taken  as  original  subscribers.  As  unincorporated 
stockholders  who  start  a  grocery  by  furnishing  shares  of  its  capital 
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stock  are  partnership  grocers,  language  being  used  in  its  ordinary 
legal  sense,  so  the  title  of  *^  a  committee  "  for  managing  the  busi- 
ness of  the  grocery  signifies  the  agency  of  the  managers.  The  com- 
mittee were  agents,  and  were  understood  to  bo  agents  by  all  par- 
ties in  interest;  and  they  were  not  made  sole  principals  by  a  lack 
of  skill  in  book-keeping  that  was  harmless,  or  by  acting  as  agents 
in  conducting  the  business  in  a  manner  known  and  approved  by 
t'very  member  of  the  firm.  They  hired  money  with  which  goods 
were  bought  for  the  store;  and  the  plaintiff,  being  one  of  the  com- 
mittee, has  repaid  the  hired  money  out  of  his  own  funds.  The 
resnlt  is  as  if  his  money  had  been  paid  for  those  goods.  All  the 
jwirtners  knew  that  goods  were  bought  for  the  store  on  credit,  or 
vith  hired  money;  and  their  silent  acquiescence,  with  knowledge, 
^as  a  ratification  and  authorization  of  that  method  of  doing  their 
I>n8ines8  and  increasing  their  grocery  capital. 

Shares  were  sold  by  stockholders  at  different  times.     When  the 
plaintiff  aud  Woodward,  being  two  members  of  the  committee,  sold 
their  shai-es  to  Savage,  the  other  member,  November  7,  1876,  the 
"ght  of  the  other  stockholders  to  continue  the  partnership  with  a 
1<^  numerous  firm  was  not  impaired.     Not  only  was  no  attempt 
made  to  infringe  it  or  deny  it,  but  it  was  fully  recognized  and  main- 
tained.   If  the  action  of  the  plaintiff  and  Woodward  had  affected 
the  rights  of  their  copartners,  and  had  not  been  authorized,  the  lat- 
ter would  not   have  been  bound  by  it.     If  it  had  affected  their 
rights  and  had  been  authorized  by  them,  they  could  not  complain 
of  it.    They  did  not  complain,  and  there  was  no  cause  of  com- 
plaint.    The  transaction  was,  in  legal  effect,  a  proper  sale  to  Sav- 
age of  such  shares  as  the  plaintiff  and  Woodward  could  sell  at  a 
certain  price,  and  a  proper  agreement  of  Savage  that  he  would  buy 
the  other  shares  at  the  same  price  if  the  owners  would  take  it. 
All  the  other  stockholders  were  left  in  the  full  enjoyment  of  their 
previous  position.     They  could   continue   to  be  shareholders   with 
nnimpaired  rights,  or  cease  to  be  shareholders  by  selling  their 
shares  to   whom   they  pleased,   or  by  winding  up  the  business. 
They  accepted  Savage's  offer,  and  sold  their  shares  to  him,  and 
thns  dissolved  the  firm  without  controversy,  and  without  any  cause 
of  controversy. 

The  sale  of  their  shares  by  stockholders  was  much  more  than 
»n  approval  of  the  action  of  the  committee.  It  was  a  distinct 
claim  that  what  they  sold  was  theirs  until  they  sold  it.  ,  They  did 
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not  defraud  the  purchaser  by  selling  him  something  that  belonged 
to  others,  or  something  that  did  not  exist.  They  sold  their  shares, 
not  of  loaned  money  or  loaned  capital  stock,  but  of  the  grocery 
store,  which  had  been  started  by  taking  shares,  and  of  which  Sav- 
age became  sole  owner  by  taking  the  shares  he  agreed  to  take,  and 
buying  all  the  others.  They  sold  the  number  of  shares  they  had 
originally  taken,  and  had  held  until  they  chose  to  hold  them  no 
longer.  They  sold,  not  their  shares  of  a  part  of  the  store,  but  their 
shares  of  the  whole  of  it.  The  whole  included  all  the  goods, 
money,  credits,  and  apparatus  that  constituted  the  capital  stock  of 
tlie  store,  profits  not  excluded.  And  that  capital  stock  included 
goods,  or  profits  and  proceeds  of  goods,  bought  for  the  store  with 
money  whicli  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  members  of  the  commit- 
tee liired  on  notes,  which  the  plaintiff,  being  liable  to  pay,  has  paid. 
The  liiring  of  the  money  is  immaterial.  The  case  is  as  if  the 
money  had  come  from  tlie  plaintiff's  pocket  at  first,  as  it  did  at 
List.  The  practical  and  legal  result  of  the  transaction  is,  that  by 
their  sale  of  their  sliares  the  other  stockholders  appropriated  to 
their  own  use  their  sliarcs  of  goods,  or  the  profits  and  proceeds  of 
goods,  bought  for  the  store  and  paid  for  by  the  plaintiff.  Such  a 
ratification  of  his  action  leaves  no  equitable  or  technical  gi'ound  on 
which  all  the  losses  can  be  thrown  upon  him  by  stockholders  who 
have  thus  taken  their  shares  of  the  capital  and  profits. 

The  part  of  the  capital  raised  by  taking  shares,  and  by  Mana- 
han's  gift,  was  less  than  $1,400.  The  average  amount  of  goods  in 
the  store  was  from  $5,000  to  $7,500.  The  larger  part  of  the  cap- 
ital was  goods,  and  proceeds  of  goods,  bought  with  money  hired  by 
the  committee.  Savage  finally  became  sole  owner  of  all  the  shares. 
And  when  the  other  stockholders  sold  their  shares  of  the  whole 
capital  stock,  they  knew  that  a  pai*t  of  the  stock  was  goods,  or  the 
profits  and  proceeds  of  goods,  bought  on  credit  or  with  hired 
money.  They  knew  that  only  a  part  of  the  stock,  of  which  they 
were  selling  their  shares,  had  been  bought  with  their  original  cap- 
ital or  its  proceeds.  The  larger  part  of  what  they  sold  had  been 
])aid  for  by  the  plaintiff.  By  their  sale  of  their  shares  of  the 
whole  capital  of  the  store,  with  knowledge  that  a  part  of  it  had 
been  obtained  on  credit  (with  hired  money  or  otherwise)  as  an 
increase  of  their  original  capital,  they  confirmed  the  act  of  enlarg- 
ment  on  credit,  and  took  their  shares  of  the  increase;  and  by  their 
confirmation  of  the  act  and  appropriation  of  the  projierty  they 
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boand  themselyes  to  pay  their  shares  of  the  cost  of  the  increase. 
They  accepted,  and  converted  to  their  own  use,  property  or  the 
profits  and  proceeds  of  property,  which  was  bought  for  their  store, 
and  for  which  they  have  not  paid;  and  by  their  sale  of  their  stock 
they  unequivocally  asserted  that  before  that  sale  they  were  stock- 
holders of  the  store,  invested  with  all  the  rights  and  subject  to  all 
the  liabilities  of  unincorporated  shareholders  of  a  grocery.  Their 
cuinniunity  of  interest  in  profits  and  losses  was  demonstrated  by 
their  sales  of  their  shares  of  a  capital  stock  that  had  not  been 
loaned  or  given  away,  but  had  been  used  in  a  business  in  which 
profits  and  losses  must  occur. 

BiU  diitnissed  as  to  Dodge,  Manahauy  Colburn,  and  O.  A.  Dunch- 
he.     Decree  far  the  plaintiff  against  the  other  defendants. 

F06TBB,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


TiLTON^  V.  American  Bible  Sqcibtt. 

(60  N.  H.  877.) 

Evidence — pcvrci  —  to  expUUti  ainbigtiUy. 

A  legacy  being  provided  for  '*the  Bible  Society/'  parol  evidence  is  competent 
to  show  what  society  was  meant,  and  evidence  that  an  annnal  oontribotioB 
1  taken  for  one  of  them  in  the  testator's  church  is  competent.* 


6 


ILL  to  construe  will.     The  head-note  shows  the  poinK 


Bingham,  Mitchell  <&  Batchellor,  for  plaintiff. 

O.  R.  Morrison,  for  society. 

Doe,  C.  J.  There  is  no  patent  ambiguity.  If  there  had  been 
bat  one  Bible  society,  the  bequest  to  **the  Bible  Society"  would 
not  hare  been  void  for  uncertainty.  The  will  would  not  have  made 
it  doubtful  what  Bible  society  the  testator  meant.  Extraneous  evi- 
dence disproving  the  existence  of  more  than  one  such  society  would 
have  had  the  same  effect  as  similar  evidence  in  relation  to  an  indi- 
vidual described  in  the  will,  by  name  or  otherwise,  as  a  legatee. 
The  existence  of  more  than  one  Bible  society  presents  a  latent  am- 
♦See 46  Am.  Rep.  76,  iioic. 
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biguity.  The  questioD  is  not  whether  a  plea  of  misnoiliet  of  a 
party  is  sustained  by  proof,  nor  whether  there  is  a  variance  between 
the  evidence  and  the  name  of  a  third  person  set  forth  in  pleading. 
The  question  is  not  by  what  naxae  any  Bible  society  was  known  to 
otheo^,  but  which  one  of  several  Bible  societies  was  intended  by  th(' 
testator.  The  testamentary  name,  oi*  other  testamentary. descrii>- 
tion  of  a  legatee  (whether  an  individual  or  a  society,  incorporated 
or  unincorporated),  is  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention.  Evi- 
dence showing  what  name  was  given  to  a  Bible  society  in  its  char- 
ter, what  name  it  used  or  recognized  as  its  own,  and  by  wliat  name 
or  names  it  was  known  to  others,  tends  to  prove  a  name^  by  which 
the  legatee  might  have  been  known  to  the  testator,  iilid\i  name 
whieh  he  might  have  used  in  his  will  to  express  his  intention. 
But  the  society  intended  by  him,  and  identified  by  competent  i^y\- 
dence,  is  the  legatee,  by  whatever  name  described  in  the  will,  and 
notwithstanding  any  other  name  or  names  by  which  it  may  have 
been  invariably  or  usually  known  to  others.  The  New  Hampshirr 
Bible  Society  bQing  point<?d  out  by  such  terms  ii)  the  will  as  he 
would  be  likely  to  use  in  describing  that  society,  being  the  one  he 
would  probably  mean  when  he  spoke  of  **  the  Bible  Society,"  and 
being  found,  upon  competent  evidence,  to  be  the  society  intended 
by  him,  the  law  does  not  withhold  the  legacy  from  the  donee  in- 
tended by  him,  and  does  not  give  it  to  those  who  he  meant  should 
not  have  it.  A  person  known  to  a.  testator  as  A.  B.  and  to  all 
others  as  C.  D.  may  take  a  legacy  given  to  A.  B. 

Samuel  may  take  a  legacy  given  to  Edward,  the  testator  haviiig 
been  in  the  habit  of  calling  him  Edward.  Parsons  v.  Parson.^}  1 
Ves.  Jr.  266.  A  bequest  was  niade  to  *' Robert  Cjirelo^s,  my 
nephew."  The  testator  had  two  nephews  of  that  name.  With 
one  of  them  he  was  intimately  acquainted;  the  other  was  very  little 
known  to  him,  and  it  was  uncertain  whether  he  knew  that  the 
(Christian  name  of  the  latter  was  Robert.  The  presumption  was  in 
favor  of  the  former.  Careless  v.  CarelesSy  19  Ves.  601,  505.  If 
a  man  has  two  sons,  both  baptized  by  the  name  of  John,  and  con- 
ceiving that  the  elder  (who  has  been  long  absent)  is  dead,  devises 
land  to  his  son  Jolin,  and  in  truth  the  elder  is  living,  the  ambiguity 
may  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  younger,  by  evidence  that  the  tes- 
tator thought  the  elder  was  dead.  Lord  Clieyney^^  case,  5  Rep. 
08.  In  American  Tract  Society  v.  De  Witty  9  Allen,  447,  451, 
the  American  Tract  Society  was  a  legatee.     Then*   wore  t  wo  si>eie- 
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ties  of  that  name^  one  incorporated  in  New  York,  and  the  other  in 
Massachusetts,  There  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the 
Massachusetts  society  was  incorporated  many  years  before  the 
other,  had  held  public  anniversary  meetings,  maintained  a  place  of 
business  in  Boston,  and  constantly  solicited  and  received  contribu- 
tions in  the  churches  and  from  individuals  throughout  the  larger 
part  of  Massachusetts,  and  in  other  New  England  States.  The 
testator  was  a  citizen  of  Massachusetts,  residing  there  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  and  there  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  he  was  aware 
of  the  existence  of  th^t  sooiety  and  had  contributed  to  its  funds. 
The  court  inferred  he  intended  his  bequest  for  the  domestic  corpo- 
ration,  and  not  for  the  foreign  one,  of  whose  existence  there  was  no 
certain  evidence  that  he  had  any  knowledge.  Tf  it  had  been  cer- 
tain that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  any  other  tract  society  than  the 
one  chartered  in  Massachusetts,  his  intention  would  have  been  as 
clear  as  in  a  bequest  to  hisson  John  when  he  had  two  living  sons 
of  that  name,  one  of  whom  he  believed  to  be  dead. 

In  this  case,  if  of  several  Bible  societies   only  one  had    been 
known  to  the  testator,  his  knowledge  or  want  of  knowledge  on 
that  subject  would  have  been  as  conclusive  evidence  of  his  inten- 
tion as  the  existence  of  no  more  than  one.     And  as  a  bequest 
to  A.  B.  may  be  presumed  to  have  been  intended  for  a  person  of 
that  name  with  whom,  the  testator  lived  on  intimate  terms,  rather 
than  for  a  person  of  the  same  name  who  wa^  but  little  known  to 
him,  so  it  may  be  inferred  that  this  testator  meant  the  Bible  soci- 
ety for  which  contributions  were  regularly  solicited  in,  and   with 
the  license  and  approval  of   the  religious  associations  of  which  he 
was  a  member,  rather  than  any  other  Bible  society  not  thus  com- 
mended to  him  as  a  preferred  object  of  the  charity  of  his  church, 
not  specially  brought  to  his  consideration,  and  not  shown  to  have 
been  within  his  knowledge.     In  like  manner  a  latent  anlbignity  as 
to  other  legatees  may  be  explained.     If  there  were  but  one  Foreign 
Mission  society,  one  Home  Mission  society,  and  one  Tract  society, 
thev  would  have  been  the  ones  intended  by  the  testator.     If  there 
were  more  than  one  of  either  kind,  the  one  intended  by  him  might 
be  identified  by  extraneous  evidence.     Bartlett  v.  Remington,  59 
N.  H.  364. 

fMinor  points  omitted.] 

Case  discharged. 
StaKL»EY,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 
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Baldwin  v.  Hartfobd  Insuranck  Oompaky. 

<O0N.  H.4S2.) 

I7i*uranee  — fire  —  neotrabUUp. 

Under  a  fire  insurance  policy  conditioned  against  alienation  without  notice, 
such  alienation  of  one  of  several  parcels  avoids  the  policy,  unless  it  can  l>e 
said  as  matter  of  law  that  the  remaining  risk  is  not  increased.* 

A  OTION  on  an  insurance  policy.    The  opinion  shows  the  facts. 

W.  <&  H.  Haywoody  for  plaintiff. 
8*  0,  Eastman,  for  defendants. 

Olark^  J.  [Omitting  minor  matters.]  This  presents  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  alienation  by  the  insured  of  one  of  seyeral  parcels 
of  real  estate  separately  valued  in  the  same  policy,  containing  a  pro- 
vision against  alienation,  iivoids  the  policy  as  to  the  parcels  not 
alienated.  Upon  this  point  the  authorities  are  not  agreed.  May 
Ins.,  §§  277,  278;  Clark  v.  Ins.  Co,,  6  Cush.  342;  53  Am.  Dec.  44: 
KimbaU  v.  Ins,  Co,,  8  Gray,  33 ;  Lee  v.  Ins.  Co.y  3  id.  583,  594 ; 
Friewwuth  v.  Ins,  Co.,  10  Cush.  587  ;  Gould  v.  Ins.  Co.,  47  Me. 
403;  Barnes  v.  Ins.  Co.,  51  id.  110;  Ins.  Co.  v.  Spankneble,  52 
III.  53;  Quarrier  v.  Ins.  Co.,  10  W.  Va.  507  ;  s.  c,  27  Am.  Rep. 
582;  Merrill  v.  Ins,  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  452;  s.  c,  29  Am.  Rep.  184. 

Without  considering  the  question  whether  the  contract  of  insur- 
ance in  this  case  is  to  be  regarded  as  entire  and  indivisible  because 
a  gross  sum  is  insured  for  a  single  and  entire  consideration  ( Plath 
V.  Ins.  Co..  23  Minn.  479),  or  as  severable  and  divisible  because 
the  amount  of  insurance  is  apportioned  upon  separate  and  distinct 
items  of  property  covered  by  the  policy  (  J!/1wtjK  v.  Ins.  Co.,  supra), 
let  us  apply  the  ordinary  rules  for  the  interpretation  of  con- 
tracts to  this  policy.  In  the  construction  of  contracts  the  intention 
of  the  parties  must  govern,  the  subject-matter  of  the  agree- 
ment is  to  be  considered,  and  that  interpretation  adopted  which 
will  give  effect  to  such  intention.  The  object  of  the  stipulation  in 
a  policy  of  insurance  against  a  sale  of  the  property  insured  is 
apparent.     It  is  obviously  based  upon  the  idea  that  the  risk  and 

•  See  MeOotmn  v.  People's  Mnt.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (54  Vt.  211).  41  Am.  Rep  S4.3. 
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hazard  of  loss  may  be  increased  by  a  change  of  ownership.  All 
men  are  not  equally  prudent  and  cautious  in  the  care  of  their 
property.  The  insurers  may  be  willing  to  insure  the  property  of 
A.  at  a  certain  rate,  when  they  would  not  insure  the  same  property 
for  B.  at  any  rate,  nor  insure  it  for  A.  if  B.  was  owner  of  other 
property  so  situated  as  to  affect  the  hazard  of  A.'s  property.  The 
stipulation  being  a  reasonable  one  which  the  insurers  have  a  right 
to  make,  and  its  object  being  to  protect  the  property  insured  from 
increased  risk,  should  be  so  construed  as  to  give  effect  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.  If  the  court  can  say  as  matter  of  law  that  the 
alienation  of  one  piece  of  property  does  not  increase  the  risk  of 
other  property  covered  by  the  same  policy,  then  the  reason  of  the 
condition  ceasing,  the  condition  itself  may  be  disregarded.  But 
unless  the  court  can  say  as  matter  of  law  that  the  risk  is  not 
increased,  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  conti-act  requires  that 
the  stipulation. shall  be  so  construed  as  to  give  effect  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  and  afford  that  protection  against  increased 
hazard  which  it  was  designed  to  secure.  Another  general  and 
elementary  rule  in  the  construction  of  contracts  is,  that  words  aix' 
to  be  understood  in  their  ordinary  and  popular  sense,  except  in 
those  cases  in  which  the  words  used  have  acquired  by  usage  a 
peculiar  sense  different  from  the  ordinary  and  popular  one.  In 
this  case  no  words  are  used  which  have  acquired  by  usage  a  differ- 
ent signification  from  the  ordinary  and  i>oi)ular  one;  and  if  the  lan- 
guage is  to  be  understood  in  its  ordinary  and  popular  sense,  the 
conclusion  is  irresistible  that  the  sale,  transfer,  or  conveyance  of 
the  property  insured  renders  the  policy  void,  not  merely  as  to  the 
property  alienated,  but  void  as  to  the  whole  property  insured. 
Another  rule  of  interpretation  is,  that  the  terms  of  a  contract  are 
to  be  undei"stood  so  as  to  have  an  actual  and  legal  operation,  and 
the  construction  is  to  be  such  that  the  whole  instrument  or  eon- 
tract  and  every  part  of  it  may  take  effect,  if  it  be  possible  consist- 
ently with  the  rules  of  law  and  the  intention  of  the  parties.  The 
application  of  this  rule  of  construction  leads  to  the  same  result. 
If  the  stipulation  in  the  policy  relating  to  the  alienation  of  the 
property  insured  is  to  be  limited  and  made  applicable  only  to  the 
property  alienated,  it  is  meaningless  and  superfluous.  The  con- 
tract of  insurance  is  a  conti-act  of  indemnity  to  the  person  and  not 
to  the  thing  insured.  It  does  not  run  with  the  subject-matter  of 
insurance,  an<I  ikj.^s  as  nn  incident  by  any  assignment  or  conveyanee 
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of  it;  and  therefore  a  sale,  transfer  or  conveyance  of  any  part  of 
the  property  insured  renders  the  policy  void  as  to  the  property 
sold  or  conveyed  without  any  stipulation  in  the  policy  prohibiting 
alienation.  To  give  any  legal  effect  to  the  conditions  in  the  policy 
before  us  relating  to  the  sale,  transfer  or  conveyance  of  the  prop- 
erty, it  must  be  construed  and  understood  to  mean  what  the  lau- 
<jfuage  imports,  that  a  sale,  transfer,  or  conveyance  of  the  property 
renders  the  policy  void. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
Staklby,  J.,  did  not  sit;  Blodobtt,  J.,  dissented. 


TowLB  V.  Wood. 

(00  N.  U.  434.) 

Will  —  agreement  as  to  hank  depotU. 

An  agreement  between  two  sayings-bank  depositors,  that  the  surviTor  shall 
have  the  other's  deposit,  not  being  executed  according  to  the  statute  of  wills 
.    and  each  retaining  control  during  his  life,  is  invalid. 

A  SSUMPSIT.     The  head-note  and  opinion  show  the  case. 

Prink,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  R,  Hatch,  for  defendant. 

Stanley,  J.  The  plaintiff  concedes  that  he  cannot  recover  on 
the  ground  of  a  gift  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis,  but  he  claims  that 
the  act  of  the  parties  was  a  placing  of  money  on  de|X)8it,  in  their 
joint  names,  with  the  intent  that  the  sum  remaining  should  go  to 
the  survivor ;  and  lie  cites  Marshal  v.  CriUwell,  L.  R.,  20  Eq.  328, 
13  Moak  Eng.  Rep.  830  ;  and  Batstone  v.  Salter,  L.  R.,  10  Ch. 
App.  431  ;  14  Moak  Eng.  Rep.  714,  in  support  of  this  view. 
Those  cases  are  different  in  principle  from  this.  In  Marshal 
V.  (/rutwell  the  money  was  deposited  in  the  bank  upon  the  un- 
(hMstanding  that  it  was  to  be  drawn  by  both  parties,  and  the 
balance  remaining  at  the  death  of  either  was  to  go  to  the  survivor. 
Here  tlie  referee  finds  that  neither  intended  to  give  up  the  right  of 
control  of  their  respective  deposits  during  tlieir  respective   lives. 
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Each  party  retained  absolute  control  over  his  deposit  during  life, 
bat  each  expressed  the  desire  that  the  survivor  should  have  the 
balance  remaining  at  the  decease  of  the  other.  It  was  a  testamen- 
tiiry  disposition  of  the  balance  remaining  at  the  decease,  but  it 
lacked  the  requisite  formalities  of  execution  to  make  it  effectual. 
Barthtt  v.  RemingtoHy  59  N.  H.  364,  366. 

Another  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  ho  can  recover  on  the 
ground  of  a  promise  for  a  promise.  The  promise,  if  any,  was  in 
8ubstaDce,  '*  I  bequeath  to  you  the  balance  of  my  deposit  which  I 
do  not  expend  during  my  life,  if  you  survive  me,  in  consideration 
of  your  bequeathing  to  me  the  balance  of  your  deposit  which  you 
«io  not  expend  during  your  life,  if  I  survive  you."  There  was 
nothing  in  this  agi'eement  which  prevented  either  party  from  with- 
drawing his  deposit,  and  making  any  other  disposition  of  the 
money  that  suited  his  convenience  or  pleasure.  No  liability,  would 
have  been  incurred  if  it  had  been  done.  The  mutuality  essential 
ti)  make  a  promise  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise  is  want- 
ing, for  neither  promise  was  absolute.  Each  of  the  parties  reserved 
tlie  right  to  disable  himself  to  perform  his  promise.  Either 
party  could  withdraw  all  his  deposits,  and  leave  the  other  with- 
out any  consideration  for  his  promise.  It  is  said  that  a  voidabU^ 
promise  is  a  good  consideration  for  a  promise  ;  but  this  is  not  the 
general  rule.  It  is  true  in  respect  to  the  contracts  or  promises  of 
infants  made  with  persons  of  full  age.  1  Pars.  Oont.  451,  452. 
This  case  falls  within  tlie  principle  of  Cutting  v.  Oilman,  41  N. 
H.  147,  153  ;  Reedy.  Spaulding,  42  id.  119;  Craig y,  Kitlredge,^% 
id.  57,  and  Bartlett  v.  Remington,  59  id.  364. 

Another  i>osition  taken  by  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the  agreement 
and  acts  of  the  parties  created  a  trust  on  the  part  of  each  in  favor 
of  tlie  other  ;  but  the  difficulty  with  this  view  is,  that  neither  ever 
parted  with  the  control  of  his  deposit,  and  never  intended  to  do 
so.  On  the  contrary,  each  retained  absolute  control,  and  the  nn- 
<.*onditional  right  to  make  any  different  disposition  of  the  funds 
wliich  he  chose.  These  facts  are  inconsistent  with  the  position 
that  a  trust  was  created.  To  create  a  trust,  each  of  the  parties 
must  have  been  deprived  of  the  power  of  revocation  and  control. 
Bartlett  v.  Remington,  supra;  Gerrish  v.  New  Bedford  Savings 
Inst.,  128  Mass.  159;  8.  c,  35  Am.  Rep.  365  ;  Urann  v.  Coates, 
109  Mass.  581 ;  Ray  v.  Simmons,  11  R.  I.  266  ;  s.c,  23  Am.  Rep. 
447  :  Stone  v.  Bishop,  4  CHff.  593. 
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Nor  was  the  act  of  the  parties  a  reducing  to  possession  of  the 
property  of  the  wife  by  the  husband.  The  husband  exercised  no 
control  over  the  fund  in  the  life-time  of  the  wife,  and  never 
intended  to  do  it.  It  was  not  only  necessary  that  he  should 
reduce  it  to  his  possession,  but  that  there  should  be  coupled  with 
this  an  intention  to  make  it  his  own.  Hall  v.  Youtigy  37  N.  H. 
134;  Hoyt  v.  WhitCy  46  id.  45;  Oeorge  v.  OuUing,  id.  130,  ami 
authorities  pasnivi.  F.  B.,  never  having  parted  with  the  pos- 
session and  control  of  her  deposit,  could  dispose  of  it  by  her  will. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 

Clark,  J.,  did  not  sit ;  the  others  concurred. 


Fellows  v.  Allek. 

(60  N.  H.439.) 

Marriage  —  tctfe^n  ante-nuptial  toiU. 

A  woman's  ante-nuptial  will   is  not   revoked   by   ber   marriage.     (See  note, 

p.  829.) 

A  PPEAL  from  probate  of  will.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

Wiggin  &  Fuller,  for  plaintiff. 

Marston  <§  Eastman,  for  defendant. 

Allen,  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  At  common  law  a  mar- 
ried woman  had  no  power  to  dispose  of  real  estate  by  will,  nor  of 
personal  estate,  except  by  the  consent  of  her  husband  given  at  the 
time,  and  continued  till  the  probate  of  the  will.  2  Jarm.  Wills,  120; 
1  Redf.  Wills,  21,  22,  23  ;  Tucker  v.  Inman,  4  M.  &  G.  1049,  1076; 
Marston  v.  Nort07i,  5  N.  H.  205  ;  Cutter  v.  Butler,  25  id.  343,  350. 
Her  incapacity  to  make  a  valid  will  prevented  her  from  altering  u 
will  made  before  marriage,  either  by  codicil  or  the  substitution  of 
a  new  will  in  its  place,  and  also  from  -recognizing  it  as  her  valid 
will.  That  feature  of  a  will  which  makes  it  ambulatory  in  char- 
acter until  the  death  of  the  testator  was  destroyed,  and  a  woman's 
ante-nu])tial  will  was  revoked  by  her  marriage.  Force  <§  Henth- 
h'vf/'s  c'M^c.  4  Coke.  60.   61  ;  Hodsden  v.  Lhyd,  2  Br.  Oh.  C.  534 ; 
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Morton  v.  Onion,  45  Vt.  145.  The  incapacity  of  a  married  woman 
to  make  a  will  arose  at  common  law  from  her  husband's  marital 
rights  in  the  control  of  her  property.  When  those  rights  did  not 
exist,  or  were  excluded,  the  incapacity  ceased,  and  the  wife  could 
make  a  valid  will.  Cutler  t.  Butler,  supra;  Miller  v.  PhillipSy  9 
R.  I.  143;  Carey's  Estate,  49  Vt.  246.  By  Rev.  Stat,  ch.  149, 
^  3,  it  was  provided  that  a  married  woman,  when  entitled  to  hold 
property  in  her  own  right  and  to  her  separate  use,  might  dispose  of 
it  by  will  as  if  she  were  sole  and  unmarried.  By  the  statute  of 
1845  a  married  woman  was  enabled  to  dispose  of  her  real  estate  by 
will,  subject  to  any  rights  acquired  by  the  husband  by  the  marriage 
contract;  and  in  1846  it  was  enacted  by  statute  that  married 
women  should  have  the  same  rights  as  they  would  if  unmarried  as 
to  all  property  secured  to  their  separate  use  by  a  written  ante- 
nuptial contract,  and  all  property  conveyed  or  devised  to  them  for 
their  separate  use  after  marriage.  Married  women  thereby  became 
entitled  to  dispose  of  property  so  held  by  will.  By  the  laws  of 
I860,  ch.  2342,  the  testamentary  capacity  of  married  women  was 
extended  so  as  to  embrace  all  her  estate,  subject  only  to  the  huvs- 
band's  right  of  curtesy  and  distribution.  The  statutes  on  the  sub- 
jtHjt  have  remained  substantially  without  change  to  the  present 
time.  The  incapacity  of  a  married  woman  to  make  a  will  having 
l>een  removed  by  these  statutes,  and  she  having  become  fully 
empowered  to  dispose  of  her  own  property  in  that  way,  no  reason 
remains  why  her  will  made  before  marriage  should,  by  mere  force 
of  the  marriage  contract,  be  revoked.  If  revoked,  the  testatrix 
could  make  another  like  it  after  marriage.  The  law  does  not  opei - 
ate  to  destroy  and  restore  the  same  thing  by  the  same  breath.  Tlu' 
testamentary  incapacity  of  the  married  woman  destroyed  her  pre- 
marital testament.  The  law  having  removed  the  incapacity  which 
operated  as  the  destroying  power,  the  will  made  before  marriage 
remains  unrevoked  by  that  change  in  the  testator's  life. 

Decree  affirmed, 

NoTB  BY  THK  REPORTER. —  See  22  Am.  Rep.  164.  To  the  same  effect  is  Webb 
V.  Joneg,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  168.  The  chancellor  said  :  "But  it  is  insisted  that  the 
mania^  revoked  the  wUl,  and  that  therefore  the  law  casts  the  title  to  the  prop- 
4*rty  which  did  not  come  to  the  hands  of  the  trustees  upon  him.  I  am  of  opinion 
tliAt  the  marriage  did  not  revoke  the  wiU.  The  reason  why  at  the  common  law 
the  marriage  of  a  woman  was  a  revocation  of  her  will,  was  that  she  could  not,  as 
a  married    woman,  make  a  will,  and  therefore  wills  being  in  their  nature 
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ambulatory  until  the  testator's  death,  the  hiw  deprived  her  wHl  mad^  before 
marriage  of  all  validity.     And  though  a  wife  might,  in  the  absenpe  of  an 
enabling  provision  in  the  marriage  settlement,  make  a  valid  wiU  of  her  sep- 
arate estate,  without  her  husband's  consent,  and  therefore  in  sucli  case  thc^ 
i-eason  for  the  rule  ceased,  yet  the  rule  was  held  to  be  applicable  under  such 
circumstances  also.     Where  however  a  woman  after  the  execution  of  a  mar 
riage  settlement   giving  her  a  power  to  dispose  of  her  property  by  will,  niadi- 
a  will  before  marriage  in  execution  of  the  power,  it  was  held  not  to  have  be«*ii 
revoked  by  the  marriage,     r^an,  v.  Bell,  1  C.  B.  872.     But  by  our  law  a  wife 
loses  no  power  to  make  a  will  by  her  marriage,  except  so  far  a^  the  interest 
which  the  law  gives  her  husband  in  her  real  property  is  concerned.     That  her 
will  cannot  affect.     But  as  to  her  personal  property,  and  her  real  property  too. 
(subject  to  her  husband's  rights  therein)  she  has  as  full  power  to  make  a  will 
as  she  had  when  she  was  unmarried.    In  other  words,  her  right  to  make  a  will 
continues  as  before,  notwithstanding  her  marriage.     Tlie  reason  therefore  (her 
disability)  for  holding  marriage  to  be  a  revocation  no  longer  exists,  and  therefore 
the  rule  itself  should  no  longer  exist.     In  this  case  the  will  has  been  admitted 
to  probate,  and  therefore  the  executor  has  a  right  to  all  the  testatrix's  personal 
property,  for  the  letters  testamentary  are  general.     In  Ryno  v.  Ryiw,  27  N.  J. 
Ekj.  522,  where  a  married  woman's  will  had  been  admitted  to  probate,  and  let- 
ters of  administration  were  afterward  issued  to  her  husband,  it  was  held  that 
the  fund  must  be  paid  over  to  the  executor  to  be  administenHi  according  to  law, 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  will  had  been  admitted  to  probate.     In  Douglass  v. 
Cooper,  3  M.  &  K.  878,  where  a  woman,  having  a  power  of  testamentary 
appointment  by  her  marriage  settlement,  made  a  will  after  marriage,  and  her 
Imsband  dying,  she  married  again,  it  was  urged  that  her  marriage  after  exe- 
cuting the  will  was  a  revocation  of  the  will,     The  will  had  been  admittcMi  to 
probate  in  the  ecclesiastical  court.  Sir  John  Leach,  M.  li..  though  of  opinion 
that  by  the  subsequent  marriage  the  will  was  revoked,  yet  held   it  valid  (it 
having  been  duly  executed),  because  it  had  been  admitted  to  probate.     Having' 
been  admitted  to  probate,  the  will  cannot  be  declared  void  here  on  the  ground 
that  the  marriage  revoked  it ;  and  it  may  be  added,  it  appears  to  havt^  Imh'd 
executed  with  the  formalities  required  by  the  marriage  settlement.     It  mu.st  Ih- 
accepted  as  the  true  will  of  Mrs.  Jones,  and  her  property  must  be  administered 
under  it.' 

In  Br&itn  v.  Clark,  77  N.  Y.  869,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  declaring  tlie 
will  of  an  unmarried  woman  to  be  revoked  by  her  subsequent  marriage  is  not 
abrogated  by  the  subsequent  statutes  enabling  married  women  to  make  will^, 
and  thus  taking  away  the  reason  of  the  common-law  rule.  The  court  said: 
•*  We  concur  in  the  rx)nclusion  reached  by  the  surrogate  that  the  will  wa.K 
revoked  by  the  subsequent  marriage  of  the  testatrix.  It  was  the  rule  of  the 
common  law  that  the  marriage  of  a  woman  operated  as  an  absolute  revocation 
of  her  prior  will.  Force  and  Uembley's  case,  4  Co.  01.  The  reason  of  the  rule 
is  stated  by  l^rd  Chancellor  Tnuuixjw  in  llodsden  v.  lAoyd,  2  Bro.  Ch.  584. 
lie  says:  'It  is  cx)ntrary  to  the  nature  of  the  instrument  which  must  be 
nnilMilutory  during  the  life  of  the  testatrix;  and  as  by  the  marriage  she  disabU*^ 
lier^*')f  fioMi  making  Hiiy  other  will,  this  instniment  ceases  to  be  of  that  sort. 
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and  must  be  void.'  The  rale  that  the  marriage  of  a  feme  $o(e  leToked  her 
will  was  made  a  part  of  the  statute  law  of  this  State  by  the  Revised  Statutes. 
3  R.  S.  64.  §  44.  The  language  of  the  statute,  that  the  will  of  an  unmarried 
woman  shall  be  deemed  revoked  by  her  subsequent  marriage,  is  the  declara- 
tion of  an  absolute  rule.  The  statute  does  not  make  the  marriage  a  presump- 
tive revocation  which  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  a  contrary  intention,  but 
makes  it  operate  eo  inetanti  as  a  revocation.  4  Kent  Com.  528.  It  is  claimed 
by  the  contestants  that  the  testamentary  capacity  conferred  upon  married 
women  by  the  recent  statutes  in  this  State  takes  away  the  reason  of  the  rale  of 
the  common  law,  and  that  upon  the  maxim  ceemnie  ratiom  legis,  eessat  lex  ipm, 
the  rule  should  be  deemed  to  be  abrogated.  Upon  the  same  ground  it  might 
have  been  urged  at  common  law  that  the  marriage  of  a  feme  sole  should  only 
lie  deemed  a  revocation  or  suspension  of  her  prior  will  during  the  marriage, 
and  that  when  the  woman's  testamentary  capacity  was  restored  by  the  death 
of  her  husband,  leaving  her  surviving,  the  will  should  be  revived  ;  but  the 
contrary  was  well  settled.  Foree  and  Hembley's  case  ;  1  Jarm.  106 ;  4  Kent 
(V>m.  598.  But  the  courts  cannot  dispense  with  a  statutory  rule  because  it 
uiay  appear  that  the  policy  upon  which  it  was  established  has  ceased.  Tlie 
married  women  acts  confer  testamentary  capacity  upon  married  women,  but 
they  do  not  undertake  t*>  interfere  with  or  abrogate  the  statute  prescribing  the 
fffect  of  marriage  as  a  revocation.  It  was  quite  consistent  that  the  legialn- 
tare  should  have  intended  to  leave  the  statute  of  1880  in  force,  although  the 
new  statutes  took  away  the  reason  upon  which  it  was  based.  The  legisln^ 
tore  may  have  deemed  it  proper  to  continue  it  for  the  reason  that  the  new  rela- 
tion created  by  the  marriage  would  be  likely  to  induce  a  change  of  testament- 
ary intention,  and  that  a  disposition  by  a  married  woman  of  her  property  by 
will  should  depend  upon  a  new  testamentary-  act  after  the  marriage." 


State  v.  Dame. 

(aO  N.  H.  479.) 

Oriminal  law  —  disorderly  house  —  requisites  of  indictment. 

In  an  indictment  for  keeping  a  disorderly  house  it  is  unnecessary  U>  allege  the 
character  of  the  persons  frequenting  it. 

CONVICTION  of  keeping  a   disorderly   house.      The   opinion 
states  the  case. 

Copeland  <&  Edgerly,  for  defendant. 

The  altomey-general  and  solicitor,  for  State. 

StaKLEY,  J.     The  validity  of  the  defendant's  exception  depends 
on  whether  there  was  a  variance  between   the  allegation*?  in  tlu* 
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indictment  and  the  proof.  The  indictment  was  for  keeping  a  dis- 
orderly house  ;  and  it  contained  an  averment  that  ^Mn  the  said 
house  certain  evil  disposed  persons,  as  well  men  as  women,  of  evil 
name,  fame  and  conversation,  to  come  together,  did  cause  and  pro- 
cure, and  the  said  persons  in  the  said  house,  at  unlawful  times,  aj? 
well  in  the  night  as  in  the  day,  on  the  days  and  times  aforesaid, 
there  to  be  and  remain,  drinking,  tippling,  cursing,  swearing,  quar- 
relling, and  otherwise  misbehaving  themselves  unlawfully,  did  per- 
mit and  suffer."  If  this  averment  was  unnecessary,  the  request 
was  properly  refused.  It  is  necessary  to  prove  matter  of  descrip- 
tion only  when  the  averment,  of  which  the  descriptive  matter  forms 
a  part,  is  miiterial.  Bish.  Cr.  Proc.,  §^  484,  487  ;  State  v.  Copp, 
15  N.  H.  212 ;  State  v.  Bailey,  31  id.  521  ;  Rez  v.  May,  1  Doug. 
193  ;  Rex  v.  Pippett,  1  T.  R  235. 

Rejecting  the  averment  recited,  the  indictment  charges,  with 
proper  allegations  of  time  and  place,  the  keeping  of  a  disorderly 
house,  to  the  great  injury  and  common  nuisance  of  all  the  peace- 
able citizens  of  the  State  there  residing,  inhabiting  and  passing, 
contrary  to  the  statute,  etc.  The  offense  is  keeping  a  disorderly 
house.  The  allegation  rejected  is  of  facts  which  go  to  show  that 
the  general  charge  is  well  founded,  or  in  other  words,  a  statement 
of  the  evidence  upon  which  the  charge  is  based.  Hawkins  says 
that  "  an  indictment  charging  a  man  with  a  nuisance  in  respect  of 
a  fact  which  is  lawful  in  itself,  as  the  erecting  of  an  inn,  etc.,  and 
only  becomes  unlawful  from  the  particular  circumstances,  is  insuffi- 
cient, unless  it  set  forth  some  circumstances  which  make  it  unlaw- 
ful in  its  own  nature,  as  keeping  a  bawdy  house."  2  Hawk.  P.  C. 
(ed.  1824)  311.  It  is  no  more  necessary  to  allege  the  facts  which 
go  to  show  it  to  be  a  disorderly  house,  than  it  is  to  allege  wlio  are 
disturbed  thereby,  and  tliis  it  is  said  is  unnecessary.  Ki7ig  v.  Peo- 
ple, 83  N.  Y.  587.  In  the  case  of  a  common  scold  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  prove  the  expressions  used.  It  is  sufficient  to  prove  gen- 
erally that  she  is  always  scolding.  J' Anson  v.  Stuart,  1  T.  R.  748, 
754 ;  Rex  v.  GUI,  Russ.  &  R.  431 ;  Clark  v.  Periam,  2  Atk.  339  ; 
1  Russ.  Cr.  436 ;  Rex  v.  Rogier,  1  B.  &  C.  272 ;  Rex  v.  Dixon,  10 
Mod.  320;  Rex  y.  Mason,  1  Leach  (4th  ed.),  487,  491,  493;  2 
Hawk.  P.  C,  ch.  25,  §  59;  Dav.  Prec.  Ind.  140,  198;  State  v. 
Bailey,  21  N.  H.343  ;  State  v.  Pierce,  43  id.  376  ;  State  v.  Do?cers, 
45  id.  543,  545.  The  indictment  is  sufficient  if  it  set  out  so  much 
of  fact  as  to  make  the  criminal  nature  of  what  is  charged   against 
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the  defendant  appear.  If  the  thing  against  which  the  indictment 
IB  aimed  is  not  a  nuisance  in  itself,  bat  becomes  so  only  by  reason 
of  particular  circumstances,  this  special  matter  must  be  shown  (2 
Bish.  C.  L.,  §813);  but  the  rule  is  otherwise  if  the  thing  is  in 
itself  a  nuisance.  The  averment  referred  to  might  have  been 
rejected  as  surplusage.     It  was  therefore  not  necessary  to  prove  it. 

Judgment  an  the  verdict. 
CiiABK,  J.,  did  not  sit ;  the  others  concurred. 


Show  v.  Perkins. 

(00  N.  H.  498.) 
Real  property  —  manure,  when  not. 

Manure  not  made  in  the  coarse  of  husbandry,  but  made  in  the  basiness  of  rais- 
ing hogs,  not  fed  upon  the  products  of  the  land,  and  the  manure  being  mixed 
with  loam  drawn  from  other  lands,  is  no  part  of  the  realty.* 

rpROVER  for  manure.     The  head-note  shows  the  facts. 

Carter  £  Nason,  for  plaintiffs. 

71  J.  Smithy  for  defendant. 

Olark^  J.  Manure  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  husbandry, 
in  the  absence  of  any  special  contract  or  custom,  is  regarded  as  a 
part  of  the  realty,  and  passes  by  a  conveyance  of  the  land  without 
reservation.  Sawyer  v.  Thoiss,  26  N".  H.  345  ;  Conner  v.  Coffi7i,  22 
id.  538.  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  manure  made  in  livery- 
stables,  or  in  buildings  unconnected  with  agricultural  property, 
and  out  of  the  course  of  husbandry.  Plumer  v.  Plutner,  30  "J^.  H. 
558  ;  Needham  v.  Allison,  24  id.  355.  In  such  cases  the  manure 
is  not  considered  an  incident  to  the  land,  and  does  not  pass  by  a 
oonreyance  of  it  In  the  present  case,  the  manure  was  not  made 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  husbandry.  The  business  of  the  plain  t- 
iflfe  was  entirely  disconnected  from  the  land.  The  hogs  were  not 
fed  upon  the  products  of  the  farm.  The  loam,  which  constituted 
the  principal  ingredient  of  the  manure,  was  purchased  by  the 
♦See  Chase  v.  Wingate  (68  Me.  204),  28  Am.  Rep.  36. 
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plaintifiby  and  drawn  from  land  outside  the  limits  of  the  farm,  and 
Snow,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  had  no  interest  in  the  farm  or  its  man- 
agement, and  has  never  conveyed  his  title  to  the  manure. 

Case  discharged, 
Blodobtc,  J.,  did  not  sit :  the  others  concurred. 


OOODALB   V.   MOONET. 

(00  N.  H.  628.) 

Wm  —  tru9t  for  charityi. 

A  trust  to  executors  to  distribute  a  residuum  among  the  testator's  relatives  and 
for  benevolent  objects,  in  such  sums  as  they  shall  deem  best,  is  valid.* 


B 


ILL  to  construe  will.     The  head-note  shows  the  point. 


Pike  it  Parsons,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  T,  &  H,  R  Norris,  for  defendants. 

Smith,  J.  1.  The  intention  of  the  testator,  by  the  residuary 
clause  in  his  will,  was  to  create  a  trust  in  the  plaintiffs.  His  lan- 
guage is,  "  I  place  the  remainder  of  my  property  in  the  hands  of 
my  executors  to  be  distributed,"  etc.  His  intention,  distinctly 
announced,  is,  that  the  remainder  of  his  estate  intrusted  to  them 
shall  be  distributed  for  certain  declared  purposes.  Erickson  v. 
Willard,  1  N.  H.  217;  1  Perk.  Tr.,  §§  112-123;  1  Jarm.  Wills, 
385-408. 

2.  Is  the  trust  sufficiently  definite  to  be  carried  into  effect? 
The  rule  for  determining  whether  the  words  of  a  will  create  a  trust 
or  not  is,  first,  the  words  must  be  imperative;  second,  the  subject 
must  be  certain;  and  thirdly,  the  object  must  be  as  certain  as  the 
subject.  Wright  v.  Atkyns,  1  T.  &  R.  157;  Wood  v.  Oox,  2  Myl. 
&  Cr.  684;  Pope  v.  Pope,  10  Sim.  1;  Rnighi  v.  Knight,  3  Beav.  148; 
1  Perk.  Tr.,  §  114,  n.  In  this  case  these  conditions  are  complied 
with.  The  words  are  imperative.  The  testator  places  his  prop- 
erty in  the  hands  of  his  executors  with  directionel  to  distribute  the 

»  See  Soicern  v.  Cyreniun  (39  Ohio  St.  29),  48  Am.  Rep.  418;  QiUnn  v.  Shields, 

ante,  p,  141. 
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same.  The  subject  id  the  remainder  of  his  estate,  and  is  certain. 
The  object,  so  far  as  his  relatives  are  made  the  distributees,  is 
certain. 

3.  But  the  principal  question  is,  whether  the  devise  in  trust  "  for 
benevolent  objects "  creates  a  trust  for  charitable  uses.  Is  the 
word  **  benevolent,"  as  used  in  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will, 
synonymous  with  **  charitable  "?  These  words  are  classed  as  synony- 
mous, but  do  not  always  express  the  same  meaning.  Many  chari- 
table institutions  may  properly  be  called  benevolent,  but  ever}' 
object  of  benevolence  is  not  an  object  of  charity.  James  v.  Allen, 
3  Mer.  17.  It  has  been  held  that  the  word  *•  benevolent  *'  of 
itself,  without  any  thing  in  the  context  to  qualify  or  restrict  its 
ordinary  meaning,  cannot  be  deemed  charitable  in  the  technical 
and  legal  sense  (Chamberlain  v.  Sterns^  111  Mass.  267);  but  it 
\s  not  necessary  to  inquire  what  the  law  on  that  point  is  in  this 
State. 

The  statute  43  Eliz.,  chap.  4  (A.  D.  1601),  contains  an  enumera- 
tion of  charitable  objects,  all  of  which  have  since  been  considered 
charitable;  also  many  other  uses  not  named  within  the  strict  letter 
ot  the  statute,  but  which  come  within  its  spirit.     2  Perk.  Trusts,  § 
69:?.   It  is  said  that  no  bequests  are  deemed  within  the  authority  of 
chancery,  and  capable  of  being  established  and  regulated   by  a 
Court  of  Chancery,  except  bequests  for  those  purposes  whi6h  the 
statute  enumerates  as  charitable,  or  which  by  analog}'  come  within 
its  spirit  and  intendment.     2  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1155.     Whether  this 
statute  has  ever  been  adopted  in  this  State  has  not  been  judicially 
determined,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  it  is  not  important 
to  inquire,  for  courts  of  equity  have  original  and  inherent  jurisdic 
tion  over  charities,  independent  of  the  statute.     2  Perk.  Tr.,  §  694, 
and  authorities  cited.     *'  A  trust,  to  be  valid,  must  be  under  the 
control  of  a  court,  and  the  trust  must  be  of  such  a  nature  that  its 
administration  can  be  reviewed.     A  trust  for  charity  must   there- 
fore be  governed  by  some  principles  that  are  familiar  to  the  court. 
These  principles  have  grown  up  in  relation  to  the  words  *  charity ' 
and  a  *  charitable  use,'  and  to  descriptions  that  come  within  them: 
but  there  are  no  rules  that  can  be  applied  to  mere  benevolence, 
lilxjrality,  or  generosity,  or  to  any  words  that  give  a  discretion  and 
jM>wer  to  the  trustees  to  apply  the  funds  to  any  purposes  within 
the  whole  range  of  human  action/'     2  Perk.  Tr.,  §  711.     Whether 
a  more  liberal  rule  prevails  in  this  State  we  need  now  inquire. 
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In  the  case  of  a  charitable  gift  aboye  all  others,  it  is  often  said 
the  construction  should  be  such  as  will  preserve  rather  than  de- 
stroy the  gift.  Saltonatall  v.  Sanders^  11  Allen,  446,  455;  Whicker 
V.  Hwne,  7  H.  L.  Cas.  164.  In  many  of  the  cases  the  word  "be- 
nevolent "  has  been  coupled  with  **  charitable  "  or  some  equivalent 
word,  or  has  been  mentioned  in  connection  with  such  public  insti- 
tutions as  to  show  an  intent  to  make  it  synonymous  with  charita- 
ble. SaUonstall  v.  Sanders^  11  Allen,  446;  Roch  v.  Emerson,  105 
Mass.  431;  Hill  v.  Burns,  2  Wils.  &  Sh,  80;  Crwhton  v.  Grier- 
son,  3  Bligh.  N.  R.  424;  s.  c,  3  Wils.  &  Sh.  329;  Ewen  v. 
Bannemian,  2  Dow.  &  C.  74;  a  c,  4  Wils.  &  Sh.  346;  Miller 
V.  Rowan,  5  CI.  &  F.  99;  8.  c,  2  Shaw  &  McL.  866;  2  Per.  Tr., 
§  711  et  seq, :  1  Jarm.  Wills,  211-215.  In  other  cases,  where  a  be- 
quest for  "benevolent"  purposes  contained  no  qualifying  or 
explanatory  words,  the  bequest  has  been  held  void  for  uncertainty. 
James  v.  Allen,  3  Mer.  17;  Morice  v.  Bishop  of  Durham,  9  Ves. 
399;  s.  c,  10  id.  522;  Attorney- General  v.  Haberdashers^  Co,. 
1  Myl.  &  K.  420;  Nash  v.  Morley,  5  Beav.  177;  Chamberlain  v. 
Stearns,  111  Mass.  267.  The  decisions  go  upon  the  ground  that 
the  testator  intended  the  word  "benevolent"  to  be  understood 
according  to  the  technical  construction  which  had  been  put  upon  it 
by  the  courts.  But  in  many  of  the  recent  English  cases  a  more 
reasonable  construction  in  regard  to  technical  language  has  been 
adopted.  In  Jenkins  v.  Hughes,  8  H.  L.  Cas.  571,  the  court  said 
words  of  a  technical  kind  are  not  necessarily  to  receive  a  technical 
meaning.  In  Young  v.  Robertson,  4  Macq.  H.  L.  Cas.  314,  325,  it 
was  said  the  primary  duty  of  a  court,  in  the  intepretation  of  wills, 
is  to  give  each  word  employed,  if  it  can  with  propriety  receive  it, 
the  natural  and  ordinary  meaning  which  it  has  in  the  vocabulary 
of  ordinary  life,  and  not  to  give  words  employed  in  that  vocabular}' 
an  artificial,  secondary  or  technical  meaning.  In  Hall  v.  Warren, 
9  H.  L.  Cas.  420,  it  is  laid  down  that  in  construing  the  autograph 
will  of  an  illiterate  man  the  meaning  of  technical  language  may  be 
disregarded;  but  no  word  which  has  a  clear  and  definite  operation 
can  be  struck  out.  Judge  Redfibld,  in  commenting  upon  these 
cases,  says  they  "  evince  a  determination  not  to  allow  technical  rules 
of  construction  to  overbear  and  break  down  all  the  better  instincts 
and  involuntary  sentiments  of  common  sense,  and  the  common  ex- 
perience of  mankind,  even  in  the  construction  of  wills,  and  we  hail 
the  omen  with  no  slight  gratification."     1  Redf.  Wills  (ed.  1864). 
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429,  n.;  Perkins  y.  Maihes,  49  X.H.  107, 110;  Trustees  v.  Peaslee, 
15  id.  319;  Tilton  v.  TiltoUy  32  id.  263;  Goodhue  v.  Clark,  37  id. 
525;  Maihes  v.  Smart,  51  id.  438,  440;  1  Redf.  Wills,  426,  442; 
Siokee  v.  Salomons,  9  Hare,  75;  HartY.  Tulk,  2  De  G.,  M.  ft  G.  311. 
We  are  very  much  inclined  to  doubt  whether  the  construing  of 
a  will  according  to  technical  rules  does  not  result  quite  as  often  in 
defeating  as  in  promoting  the  testator's  intent.  In  this  State  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  ^  written  instrument  is  determined,  not 
by  any  technical  rules  of  construction,  but  like  a  question  of  fact, 
by  the  weight  of  competent  evidence.  No- technical  rules  of  con- 
struction applicable  to  all  cases  can  be  established.  The  intention 
in  each  case  is  determined  by  the  evidence  bearing  on  the  case. 
Cole  v.  Lake  Co.,  54  N.  H.  242;  Rice  v.  Society,  56  id.  191,  197; 
Houghton  v.  Pattee,  58  id.  326;  Morse  v.  Morse,  id.  391;  Brown  v. 
Bartlett,  id.  511;   Wilkins  v.  Ordway,  59  id.  378. 

In  this  case,  there  is  nothing  in  the  thirty-fourth  clause  of  the 
will  which  indicates  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  by  the  word 
'*  benevolent,"  objects  which  are  technically  known  as  **  charita- 
ble.^ The  clause  reads  :  **  I  place  the  remainder  of  my  property 
in  the  hands  of  my  executors,  to  be  distributed  by  them  after  my 
decease  among  my  relatives,  and  for  benevolent  objects,  in  such 
sums  as  in  their  judgment  shall  be  for  the  best.  In  ease  the  first 
named  executor,  John  H.  Goodale,  shall  find  himself  in  need  of 
means,  he  can  take  from  the  residue  above  named  the  sum  of 
$3,000."  It  may  be  said  that  it  is  quite  probable  the  testator  did 
not  know  there  is  any  legal  difference  between  the  words  **  chari- 
table **  and  "benevolent."  Most  persons  probably  use  the  words 
indifferently,  and  as  meaning  the  same  thing.  If  it  had  occurred 
to  the  testator  to  look  in  the  dictionary,  he  would  have  found  the 
wordB  classed  as  synonymous.  See  Web.  Diet.,  "charitable," 
"charity."  In  its  popular  sense,  by  a  benevolent  person  is  under- 
stood one  who  emphasizes  his  good  wishes  by  well-doing. 

Looking  to  the  testator's  circumstances  and  the  rest  of  the  will 
for  light,  it  appears  that  he  died  leaving  no  lineal  heirs  or  widow; 
that  he  devised  to  various  charitable  and  religions  institutions, 
and  to  many  of  his  heirs  at  law,  and  to  heirs  of  his  deceased  wife, 
l^aeies  in  money  to  the  amount  of  $38,200;  also  that  he  made 
specific  legacies  of  personal  property,  and  specifically  devised  his 
real  estate.  The  amount  to  be  distributed  under  the  clause  in 
question  is  about  $25,000.     In  disposing  of  this  estate,  amounting 
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probably,  to  $75,000,  the,  disposition  made  Of  his  estate  in  other 
parts  of  his  will  furnishes  some  evidence  of  what  wais  his  intent  in 
the  residuai^y  clause.  He  bequeathed  to  the  Tilton  and  Northfield 
Cbugx^gational  Society  $1,000;  to  the  New  Hampshire  Home 
Missionary  Society,  $2,000;  to  the  New  Hampshire  Bible  Society. 
$500;  to  the  Foreign  Missionary  Society,  $500;  to  the  New  Hamp- 
shire Ministers'  Widows'  Society,  $1,000;  to  the  New  Hampshire 
Conference  Seminary  at  Tilton,  $600-7total,  $5,500;  all  of  which 
must  be  regarded  as  charitable  objects.  The  balance  of  the  sum  of 
$38,200  is  bequeathed  mostly  to  relatives  by  blood  or  marriage.  Some 
small  sums,  in  the  aggregate  not  large,  are  given  to  persons  not  de- 
nominated in  the  will  as  relatives  —  as,  for  example,  $300  to  Mrs. 
Ruth  Cox,  of  Holderness,  a  woman  then  upward  of  one  hundred 
years  of  age,  the  apparent  object  of  the  bequest  being  for  her  relief 
and  comfort  in  her  extreme  old  age,  and  hence  within  the  line  of 
charitable  gifts.  His  intent  as  thus  disclosed  appears  to  have  been 
to  distribute  his  property  to  his  relatives  and  for  charitable  objects: 
and  we  think  it  is  a  fair  construction  of  the  residuary  clause  to  hold 
that  the  trustees  might  distribute  the  remainder  of  his  estate  to 
such  relatives  within  the  statute  of  distributions  ( Varell  v.  Wendell, 
20  N.  H.  431)  as  are  needy,  and  to  such  charitable  objects  as  he 
gave  specific  legacies  to.  The  use  of  the  word  "  relatives  *'  excludes 
all  others  as  individuals.  In  authorizing  his  executors  to  dispose 
of  the  remainder  to  the  distributees  in  such  sums  as  in  their  judg- 
ment shall  be  best,  he  evidently  had  in  view  the  necessities  of  his 
relatives,  as  well  as  the  comparative  claims  for  benevolent  support 
of  charitable  institutions.  The  coupling  of  the  provision  in  the 
same  clause,  that  his  son-in-law  might  take  $3,000  of  the  residue 
in  case  of  need,  gives  additional  strength  to  this  construction. 
The  use  of  the  conjunction  "and"  in  the  clause  *' among  my 
relatives  and  for  benevolent  objects,"  shows  that  the  testator  did 
not  intend  to  give  this  large  sum  wholly  to  his  i*elatives,  nor  wholly 
to  charitable  institutions,  but  to  both  objects  in  such  sums  ai«  the 
executors  should  judge  best. 

On  the  question  whether  a  bequest  for  a  benevolent  purpose,  not 
charitable  in  the  technical  sense,  would  be  void,  we  express  no  opinion. 

4.  The  question,  whether  parol  evidence  is  admissible  for  any 
purpose  in  giving  construction  to  the  will,  will  be  considered  when 
such  evidence  is  produced.  Case  ducharged, 

Stanley,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 
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Weber  v.  Uaktman. 

(7  Colo.  18.) 
Eitrayn  —  right  of  finder  to  use. 

Estrajs  Duty  not  be  used  by  the  finder  unless  it  is  neoessarj  for  thair  preseir*- 
tlon,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner.* 


T 


HE  opinion  states  the  point. 


A.  W,  Brazee,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Benedict  £  Phelps  and  E.  B,  Sleeth,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Beck,  C.  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  But  we  do  not  base  our 
decision  in  this  case  upon  either  of  the  two  points  above  mentioned. 
There  is  another  point  in  the  case  that  we  consider  fatal  to  the 
judgment  below,  which  is,  that  soon  after  the  seizure  of  the  horses 
as  estrays  they  were  put  to  work  by  Hartman,  and  used  by  him  in 
his  basiness  as  livery  horses,  up  to  the  day  of  trial,  a  period  of 
abont  two  years. 

The  excuse  for  this  treafincnt,  as  frivouby  said  defendant,  is  that 
♦See  ifurycw  v,  CogmoeU,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  859. 
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they  had  to  be  kept  twelve  months  before  they  could  be  gold  nnder 
the  estray  law,  and  being  kept  in  the  stable,  they  were  put  to  work 
so  as  to  make  them  earn  their  feed.  That  Hall,  his  co-defendant, 
purchased  them  at  the  sale,  and  after  that  they  were  used  as  his 


It  is  not  pretended  here  that  any  title  passed  by  virtue  of  this 
sale,  but  it  is  strongly  contended  that  defendants  are  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  horses  until  the  costs,  charges  and  fees 
prescribed  by  sections  2565  and  2566,  G.  L.,  are  paid  by  the  plaint- 
iffs, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  sale  was  void. 

This  was  the  view  taken  by  the  District  Court,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  instructions  given  on  the  trial,  "  the  jury  found  the 
ownership  in  the  plaintiff,  and  the  right  to  possession  in  the  defend- 
ants." 

This  would  be  correct  if  it  could  be  said  that  the  original  taking 
up  was  lawful,  and  that  there  has  been  since  no  abuse  of  the 
authority  granted  by  the  statute.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  subse- 
quent abuse  of  the  authority  will  relate  back  to  the  seizure,  and 
render  the  whole  proceeding  void  from  the  beginning.  If  the 
taking  up  was  unlawful,  or  if  it  has  subsequently  become  unla^vf  ul, 
the  taker-up  forfeits  all  claim  to  compensation,  and  cannot  defend 
an  action  for  possession  of  the  property  on  this  ground. 

The  rule  is  stated  in  Bacon's  Abr.,  page  451,  that  "  When  the 
law  has  given  an  authority  it  seems  reasonable  that  the  law  should, 
in  order  to  secure  such  persons  as  are  the  objects  thereof  from  abuse 
of  the  authority,  when  it  is  abused,  make  every  thing  done  void, 
and  leave  the  abuser  in  the  same  situation  as  if  they  had  done  every 
thing  without  authority." 

Defendant  Hartman  says  the  horses  were  put  to  work  so  as  to 
make  them  earn  their  feed  ;  his  counsel  argue  that  they  were  gently 
exercised  for  the  benefit  of  their  health,  while  the  livery  stable  men 
and  drivers  say  they  were  driven  to  hacks  and  worked  the  same  as 
the  other  livery  horses  at  the  stable. 

Defendant's  counsel  make  the  further  point  that  the  driving 
about  publicly  of  estray  horses  is  an  advantage  to  the  owner  in  af- 
fording better  opportunities  for  the  discovery  of  the  animals,  when 
it  is  done  fairly,  and  with  no  intention  to  deceive,  as  in  this  case. 

It  would  be  Ji  sufficient  answer  to  this  proposition  to  say  the  law 
is  otherwise,  but  as  to  the  driving  being  iin  advantage  to  the  owner 
in  this  ease,  we  nmy  iuld  the  fact  is  also  otherwise. 
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One  of  these  animals  is  a  bay  gelding,  without  brand  or  any  dis- 
tingoishing  marks,  except  that  the  owner  says  he  had  a  long,  bushy 
tail  when  he  went  away. 

The  other  animal  is  a  sorrel  mare,  having  white  marks  by  which 
&he  could  be  easily  identified.  Now  the  manner  of  using  them 
prior  to  the  attempted  sale  was  such  as  to  render  their  identifica- 
tion diflBcult  and  improbable.  The  horses  were  not  driven  together, 
but  with  other  animals,  the  horse  being  driven  in  the  day-time, 
and  the  mare  in  the  night-time  ;  when  found  by  the  owner,  shortly 
after  the  sale,  the  horse  had  a  short  tail,  and  the  owner  swears  that 
the  bushy  part  of  the  tail  was  cut  square  off.  The  witnesses  for 
the  defense  however  swear  that  the  hair  was  not  cut  off  after  he 
came  to  the  stable,  but  that  the  horse  may  have  worn  it  off  some- 
what, a3  horses  usually  do  when  driven  to  buggies  or  hacks.  Ad- 
mitting this  to  be  so,  the  appearance  of  the  horse  would  be  changed, 
and  being  driven  in  livery  with  a  mate  closely  resembling  him  in 
general  appearance,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  owner  would  have 
recognized  him  if  he  had  seen  him  on  the  street. 

The  finding  of  the  jury  referred  to  by  counsel,  that  Hartman 
jicted  in  good  faith  in  respect  to  the  whole  transaction,  does  not 
alter  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they  were  shown  to  exist  upon  the 
trial  The  question  involved  is  not  a  question  of  good  faith,  but  a 
question  of  law  ;  and  considering  it  as  such,  we  cannot  regard  the 
using  of  these  horses  in  the  manner  d^escribed  by  the  witnesses  oth- 
erwise than  as  a  gross  abuse  of  the  authority  given  by  statute. 
Nor  do  we  think  that  the  supposed  necessity,  or  the  supposed  bene- 
fits assigned  therefor,  afford  any  justification  whatever. 

The  statute  never  contemplated  the  stabling  and  grain  feeding  of 
estray  stock,  as  is  evident  not  only  from  the  expressions  employed 
about  herding  and  ranching,  but  from  the  rate  of  compensation 
allowed  the  taker-up.  It  provides  that  after  filing  a  certain  notice 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  taker-up  to  '*  herd  and  take  charge  of  said 
stocf'  G.  L.,  §  2565.  The  next  section  allows  him  fifty  cents  per 
month  for  *'  ranching  the  said  stock." 

The  argument  that  the  continuous  working  of  estray  horses  in 
Hvery,  as  in  this  case,  may  be  justified  on  the  ground  Of  necessity, 
assigning  as  such  necessity  that  the  animals  require  exercise  to  pre- 
serve them  from  injury,  or  a  necessity  to  cut  down  the  expenses  of 
keeping  them  ;  or  to  place  it  upon  the  ground  of  a  benefit  to  the 
owner,    as  affording  better  opportunities   for   recognition,  is    not 
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only  illusory  and  absurd,  but  is  in  contravention  of  legal  princi- 
ples. 

The  law  from  the  earliest  times  has  regarded  the  using  of  estrays, 
or  distrained  animals,  as  a  tort,  save  only  when  the  use  was  nec- 
essary to  their  preservation,  as  in  the  case  of  milk  cows. 

Blackstone  says  :  **  When  impounded,  the  goods  were  formerly, 
as  was  before  observed,  only  in  the  nature  of  a  pledge  or  security  to 
compel  the  performance  of  satisfaction  ;  and  upon  this  account  it 
has  ]>een  held  that  the  distrainor  is  not  at  liberty  to  work  or  use  a 
distrained  beast."    3  Bl.  Com.  *13. 

The  case  of  Oxley  v.  WattSy  1  T.  R.  12,  cited  by  counseJ  for 
plaintiff  in  error,  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  a  horse,  tried 
before  Lord  Mansfield.  The  defendant  justified  taking  the  horse 
as  an  estray.  It  seems  that  the  original  taking  was  admitted  to  be 
lawful,  but  the  court  held  that  the  subsequent  using  made  the  de- 
fendant a  trespasser  ab  initio. 

In  Sackrider  v.  McDonaldy  10  Johns.  252,  it  was  held  to  be  such 
an  abuse  of  the  power  of  distraining  animals  damage  feasant j  to  im- 
pound theiti  before  the  damages  were  assessed,  as  to  render  the 
original  seizure  a  trespass.  The  opinion  wiis  delivered  by  Kent. 
C.  J.,  who  in  discussing  the  principle  of  carrying  back  an  abuse  of 
authority  to  the  original  taking,  says  :  '*  This  was  the  settled  rule 
of  the  common  law,  and  it  has  been  constantly  and  uniformly 
acknowledged  by  the  courts^  and  the  distinction  is  between  an 
entry,  authority  or  license  given  to  one  by  law  and  by  the  party.  If 
the  authority  is  abused,  the  law  in  the  first  case  adjudges,  by  the 
subsequent  act,  quo  anwiOy  the  original  entry  was  made,  and  makes 
the  party  a  trespasser  ab  initio^  but  not  so  in  the  latter  case,  because 
the  party  cannot,  for  any  subsequent  cause,  punish  that  which  was 
done  by  his  own  authority." 

The  case  of  Barrett  v.  Lightfoot.  1  Mon.  241,  was  an  action  of 
trespass  for  illegally  riding  and  killing  a  stray  hoi-se.  The  defense 
was  that  the  defendant  took  up  the  animal  as  an  estray,  under  tiie 
statute,  a!id  previous  to  the  ten  days  allowed  by  law  to  post  him  a.s 
such,  caused  him  to  be  used  in  a  case  of  necessity  to  send  for  a  phy- 
sician. TJj)On  demurrer  the  plea  was  held  bad,  and  this  ruling  was 
susUimed  upon  writ  of  error. 

The  question  presented  for  decision  was  conceding  it  to  be  in 
general  illegal  to  use  an  estray  before  posting,  whether  this  case,  by 
reason  of  the  necessity  that  existed  for  the  use,  formed  an  exception. 
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The  court  was  not  culled  upon  to  decide  whether  the  rule  was 
di:ffepent  after  posting,  but  the  reasoning  of  the  court  and  the 
anthorities  cited  maWe  no  distinction. 

The  first  proposition  announced  is  that  if  Barrett  acted  under  the 
authority  of  law  in  taking  up  the  horse,  any  subsequent  abuse 
of  that  anthority  makes  him  a  trespasser  ab  initio, 

Barrett  relied  upon  a  case  in  Croke  James,  148,  as  authority  for 
vmg  the  horse,  from  which  case  the  court  quote  the  followipg  para- 
graph :  **Itis  not  lawful  for  any  to  use  it  in  any  manner,  unless  in 
case  of  necessity  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  as  to  milk  milch 
kine,  because  otherwise  they  would  be  spoiled  ;  and  so  of  the  like. 
But  to  use  a  stray  horse  by  riding  or  drawing  is  tortious,  although 
it  were  alleged  that  the  common  course  is  to  use  stray  horses  with 
withes  about  their  necks." 

Upon  the  above  citation  the  court  comment  thus  :  *'It  will  at 
once  be  admitted  that  the  case  in  Croke  goes  as  well  to  establish 
the  principle  that  strays  -cannot  in  the  general  be  used,  as  that 
there  may  exist  such  a  necessity  for  using  them  as  to  form  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  principle,  and  render  the  use  lawful."  ,  But  to 
have  that  effect  the  necessity  must,  we  apprehend,  bo  of  a  different 
sort  from  that  which  is  alleged  in  the  plea  of  Barrett. 

The  illustration  made  by  the  court  in  the  case  cited  shows  the 
^nse  in  which  the  expression,  necessity,  was  intended  by  them,  and 
proves  conclusively  that  strays  cannot  lawfully  be  used  by  the  taker- 
»p,  unless  to  use  them  be  necessary  to  preserve  them  from  injur}-, 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  rightful  owner.  There  being  therefore 
no  such  necessity  for  using  the  horse  by  Barrett,  alleged  in  this 
plea,  the  use  .was  illegal,  and  an  abuse  of  the  authority  of  law,  and 
as  such  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  was  correctly  sustained. 

The  cases  of   Nelson  v.  Merriamy  4  Pick.  249,   and  Adams  v. 

Adams,  13  id.  384,  recognize  the  same  doctrine  of  the  foregoing 

authorities,  and  all  are  in  accord  with  the  ruling  that  the  using  of 

estrays,  save  as  to  the  exceptions  mentioned,  is  tortious,  and  that 

the  taker-up  forfeits  his  claim  for  compensation. 

These  views  being  in  conflict  with  the  theory  upon  which  the  cause 
nras  tried,  and  with  the  instructions  of  the  court  below,  the  judg- 
nient  will  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceed- 

Ret^ersed. 
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a  Colo.  68.) 

LimitiUions — promise  to  pay  **  when  abU" 

A  promise  to  pay  a  debt  against  which  the  statute  of  limitations  has  ran, 
**  when  able,*'  is  conditional,  and  the  creditor  mast  prove  the  happening  of 
the  condition.     {See  note,  p,  847.) 


rpHE  opinion  states  the  case. 


T 


Thomas,  McDougal  a,nd.  Thomas,  and  M.  Benedict,  for  appellant, 
ex  parte. 

Helm,  J.  We  will  not  determine  whether  in  an  action  of  this 
kind,  without  written  pleadings,  it  is  error,  at  the  trial,  to  allow 
proof  in  rebuttal  of  a  new  promise  after  defendant  has  offered  the 
statute  of  limitations  in  bar  of  the  action.  It  appears  from  the 
record,  though  not  from  the  abstract  thereof,  that  plaintiff 
attempted  to  introduce  evidence  of  the  new  promise,  in  chief,  but 
that  defendant  objected,  and  the  court  ruled  it  out.  We  think  that 
defendant  is  estopped  from  taking  advantage  of  an  error,  if  such 
it  be,  in  the  order  of  proofs,  for  which  he  is  himself  responsible. 

Nearly  eleven  years  passed  between  the  maturity  of  the  note  and 
the  commencement  of  suit  thereon  ;  plaintiff's  action  was  therefore 
barred  by  our  statute  of  limitations,  and  he  could  only  recover  upon 
proof  of  a  new  promise  sufficient  in  law  to  revive  the  debt,  or  give 
him  a  new  right  of  action  therefor. 

For  this  purjiose  but  one  witness  was  sworn  ;  his  testimony  is 
somewhat  ambiguous ;  he  says  in  one  breath  that  there  was  an 
unconditional  promise  to  pay  at  a  specified  time,  and  in  the  next 
lie  admits  that  defendant  promised  to  pay  when  '^he  got  the  money, 
or  sold  his  coal  land,  or  became  able,  or  turned  in  some  stock." 
But  upon  a  careful  consideration  of  his  entire  testimony,  we  think 
if  it  established  any  thing,  it  is  that  the  new  promise  was  to  pay 
when  able,  or  to  pay  on  the  30th  of  tlie  current  month,  provided  a 
sale  of  some  coal  land  was  effected.  No  evidence  whatever  was 
offered  by  plaintiff   to  show   that  at  the   commencement  of  the 
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action  defendant  was  able  to  pay  the  note,  or  that  he  had  sold  his 
coal  land. 

The  suit  is  upon  the  contract  created  by  the  new  promise,  and 
therefore  if  such  new  promise  be  conditional,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  recover,  except  upon  the  performance  or  happening  of 
such  condition,  and  the  burden  of  proving  the  same  rests  upon 
him.  2  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  440,  and  note  ;  Wood  Lim.  of  Act,  §  78, 
and  notes. 

If  the  new  promise  in  this  case  was  to  pay  the  note  upon  the  sale 
of  coal  lands,  it  clearly  devolved  upon  plaintiff  to  prove  such  sale  ; 
so  also  if  the  new  promise  was  to  pay  when  able,  wo  think  it  was 
plaintiff's  duty  to  establish  defendant's  ability  to  do  so. 

Upon  this  question  however  there  is  some  conflict  of  authority. 
In  Illinois,  Connecticut,  Vermont  and  New  Hampshire,  it  is  held 
that  promises  to  pay  "when  able,"  '^as  soon  as  possible," 
**  when  I  can,"  **a8  soon  as  he  could,"  were  not  conditional. 
It  is  said  that  these  phrases  following  a  promise  are  too  uncertain 
to  constitute  a  condition.  Homer  v.  Starkey,  27  111.  13;  Cum' 
mings  v.  Oassett,  19  Vt.  310;  Norton  v.  Shepard,  48  Conn.  142;  s. 
(\,  40  Am.  Rep.  157;  First  Congregational  Society  v.  Miller,  15  K. 
H.  522. 

But  we  think  the  weight  of  authority,  as  well  tis  the  better  rea- 
son, supports  the  position  that  the  promise  to  pay  **  when  able  "  is 
conditional;  of  course  the  expression  must  be  construed  as  referring 
to  financial  ability. 

In  this  case  the  statutory  bar  had  attached  before  the  new  prom- 
ises were  made.  The  debtor  was  under  no  legal  obligation  what- 
ever to  pay  the  debt.  While  the  indebtedness  itself  was  not  can- 
celled, it  could  never  be  collected  by  judicial  proceedings  if  he  saw 
fit  to  invoke  the  statute.  Whatever  promise  he  made  was  entirely 
voluntary;  and  the  authorities  universally  recognize  his  right  to 
impose  any  condition  which  he  might  deem  proper.  By  agreeing 
to  pay  when  able,  he  practically  declared  that  he  would  not  bind 
himself  unless  he  then  had,  or  should  thereafter  acquire  the  means 
to  do  so;  and  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  it  can  truthfully  or 
logically  be  said  that  his  promise  was  absolute  and  unconditional; 
the  very  language  used  indicates  an  intention  not  to  renew  the  lia- 
bility, except  upon  the  conditions  above  mentioned . 

It  may  be  hard  for  the  creditor  to  prove  the  debtor's  financial 
ability,  vet  it  is  not  more  difficult  for  him  to  do  this  than  to 
Vol.  XLIX  — 44 
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prove  a  great    many  other  conditions   which   might  legally,   be 
imposed. 

This  is  not  a  matter  left  to  the  debtor's  discretion  and  judgment; 
his  ability  to  pay  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  that  body 
might  find  that  he  was  able  to  do  so  at  the  very  time  he  made  the 
conditional  promise. 

'Die  law  regards  the  creditor  as  culpable  for  not  enforcing  his 
demand  within  the  statutory  period,  and  the  leading  authorities 
are  now  decidedly  against  removing  the  bar  of  the  statute  and 
relieving  him  from  the  result  of  such  negligence,  except  upon  clear 
proof  of  a  new  promise  and  the  performance  or  fulfillment  of  the 
conditions,  if  any,  attached  thereto.  See  generally  upon  this  sub- 
ject, 2  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  440  and  note,  supra;  Wood  Lim.  of  Act.,  § 
68;  Mattocks  v.  Chadwick,  71  Me.  314;  Tompkins  v.  Brawn,  1  Den. 
248;  Bidwell  v.  Rogers,  10  Allen,  438;  La  Forge  v.  Jayne,  9  Penn. 
8t.  410;  Sedgwick  v.  Gerding,  55  6a.  264. 

No  effort  whatever  was  made  to  connect  the  letter  offered  in  evi- 
dence by  plaintiff  with  the  particular  debt  upon  which  the  action 
was  brought.  The  letter  itself  does  not  refer  to  such  indebted- 
*  ness  except  by  a  strained  implication.  Considered  alone,  it  entirely 
fails  to  establish  such  a  clear  and  explicit  acknowledgment  of 
indebtedness  as  the  law  requires  to  constitute  a  new  promise.  It  is 
not  necessarily  the  acknowledgment  of  any  debt  whatever;  foraught 
•^hat  apiKjars  therein,  the  money  promised  upon  the  sale  of  property 
may  have  been  a  loan  to  plaintiff. 

It  is  questionable  whether  a  general  admission  of  indebtedness, 
liowever  clear,  is  sufficient  if  it  be  not  shown  unmistakably  to  relate 
to  the  particular  demand  sued  for,  unless  from  the  nature  of  the 
debt  in  controversy,  or  the  particular  circumstances  connected 
therewith,  a  legal  presumption  fairly  arises  that  such  debt  was 
referred  to.  Wood  Lim.  of  Act.  155,  and  note  2;  Af tiler  v.  Bos- 
chore,  83  Penn.  St.  356. 

But  there  is  no  question  as  to  the  insufficiency  of  such  a  doubt-- 
ful  and  equivocal  recognition  of  any  indebtedness  whatever  as  is 
contained  in  the  letter  under  consideration. 

Tlie  court  erred  in  finding,  upon  the  evidence  adduced,  that 
defendant  made  a  new  promise  to  pay  the  debt  in  controversy, 
sufficient  to  avert  the  statutory  bar.  The  judgment  resting  upon 
duch  finding  must  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

Reversed. 
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NotB  BT  TH1&  Refobtbb.—  See  41  Am.  Rep.  692.  A  statement  by  a  person 
against  whom  a  debt  existed,  but  which  was  barred  by  the  statute,  and  an  in- 
Hol  vent's  discliarge,  that  he  felt  in  honor  bound  to  pay  the  debt,  and  would  pay 
it,  and  at  the  end  of  one  year  if  successful  in  business,  he  would  commence 
paying  it,  is  a  conditional  promise  to  pay  the  debt,  and  performance  of  the  con- 
(litioD  must  be  shown  to  authorize  a  recovery  on  such  promise.  Evidence  of 
ability  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  to  pay,  not  having  reference  to  the  year's 
business  referred  to  in  the  promise,  is  neither  sufficient  nor  competent  to 
show  the  condition  performed.      Wakeman  v.    Sherman,  9   N.  Y.    85. 

l^ebo  v.  Bobinson,  29  Uun,  243,  was  an  action  brought  upon  a  promise  made 
by  the  defendant  in  1872  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum  then  due  to  the  latter, 
a8  antm  as  the  defendant  was  able.  The  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant 
liad  become  able  to  pay  such  sum,  but  did  not  allege  when  he  had  first  ac- 
ijuired  such  ability.  The  defendant  denied  none  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the 
r>(>m plaint,  but  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations.  Held,  that  the  statute  be- 
Xan  to  run  in  favor  of  the  defendant  as  soon  as  he  became  able  to  make  the 
payment,  and  that  it  rested  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  such  ability  had 
been  first  acquired  within  the  six  years  immediately  preceding  the  bringing 
of  the  action.      See  also  Coeksv.  Weeks,  7  Hill,  46. 


Salsbury  V.  Ellison. 

a  Colo.  1«7.) 

PartnerMp — aurviving  partner  —  assignment  for  creditors. 

Tlie  fforviving  partner  of  an  insolvent  firm  may  make  a  general  assignment  for 
creditors  without  preferences.      {See  note,  p.  351.) 

I^EPLEVIN.     The  opinion  states  the  ease.     The  plaintiff  had 
J\     judgment  below. 

Harmon  i&  Ellis,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Piatt  Rogers  and  R,  H,  WlUtely^  for  defendant  in  error. 

HeI'JC^  J-  B.  F.  Pine,  Jr.,  being  the  surviving  partner  in  the 
firm  of  B.  F.  Pine  &  Son,  executed  a  written  assignment  of  all  the 
firm  property  to  defendant  in  error.  This  jissignment  was  for  the 
benefit  of  the  firm  creditors,  but  gave  preference  to  two  of  them.  The 
iirm  being  insolvent,  Brinker,  one  of  the  creditors  not  so  preferred, 
broog'ht  suit  and  recovered  a  judgment  for  the  amount  of  his  claim. 
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In  aid  of  such  suit  he  caused  plaintiif  in  error,  as  deputy  sheriff,  to 
levy  a  writ  of  attachment  upon  the  property  three  days  subsequent 
to  the  assignment  thereof.  Thereupon  defendant  in  error,  the  said 
assignee,  instituted  his  action  of  replevin  for  possession  of  the 
goods.  This  action  was  successful,  and  the  present  writ  of  error 
was  sued  out  <:f  this  court  to  reverse  the  judgment  rendered  therein. 

At  tlie  trial  of  the  cause  the  written  assignment  aforesaid  wjis 
admitted  in  evidence  over  defendant's  objection.  This  action  of 
the  court  is  assigned  for  error,  and  the  most  important  questions 
presented  rest  upon  this  objection:  can  the  surviving  partner  of  an 
insolvent  firm  assign  the  partnership  effects  for  the  benefit  of  pre- 
ferred partnership  creditors?  If  he  cannot  do  so,  may  the  validity 
of  such  assignment  be  questioned  in  a  legal  action  by  a  firm  cred- 
itor, or  must  an  equitable  action  be  first  instituted  to  cancel  and  set 
aside  the  same? 

The  surviving  partner  is  a  trustee,  the  firm  property  being  the  trust 
estate.  The  partnership  creditors  and  the  representatives  of  the 
deceased  partner  are  the  beneficiaries,  there  being  also  a  beneficial 
interest  in  favor  of  the  surviving  partner  himself  ;  the  sole  purpose 
of  the  trust  is  the  closing  up  of  the  partnership  business,  and  pay- 
ment of  the  surplus,  if  any,  after  settlement  of  the  debts,  to  the 
proper  parties. 

In  the  performance  of  his  duties  the  surviving  partner  is  gov- 
erned by  the  rules  applying  to  oi-dinary  trustees.  His  acts  are  scru- 
tinized with  the  same  care,  and  he  is  held  to  the  same  diligence  and 
good  faith  as  is  recjuired  in  the  management  of  other  trust  estates. 
Gillet  v.  Gaffney,  3  Colo.  364. 

His  right  to  make  an  equitable  and  just  assignment  of  the  part- 
nership effects  and  credits,  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  the  creditors. 
is  now  recognized  by  a  preponderance  of  authority.  Such  right 
is,  we  think,  also  recognized  and  regulated  by  section  68  of  the  Gen- 
eral Statutes.  When  the  assignment  before  us  was  executed  how- 
ever tliis  act  had  not  become  a  law.  Therefore  our  present  inves- 
1  igation  is  not  governed  or  in  any  manner  affected  thereby.  But  an 
assignment  for  tlie  benefit  of  preferred  creditors,  the  firm  being 
nisolvcni,  is  declared  invalid  by  courts  of  the  highest  dignity  and 
wortli.  In  his  position  of  trustee  for  all  the  firm  creditors,  the  sur- 
viving partner  is  not  permitted  to  sacrifice  the  interest  of  one  by 
favoritism  sliown  to  another.  If  there  be  not  sufficient  partner- 
ship property  to  pay  all  the  debts,    ec[uity  and  good  conscience 
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require  tliat  the  trustee  shall  distribute  the  proceeds  therefrom  rat- 
ably anxong  the  creditors. 

There  are  authorities  which  seem  to  hold  that  a  surviving  part- 
ner may  prefer  creditors  in  settling  the  firm  obligations  ;  but  so  far 
118  wre  huve  been  able  to  discover,  with  a  single  exception,  there  was 
iio  question  of  insolvency  in  the  cases  upon  which  such  declaration 
rests.      The  reason  for  the  rule  prohibiting  preference  among  the 
creditors  did  not  exist,  and  therefore  such  cases  do  not  militate 
against  the  correctness  of  the  rule  where  such  reason  appears.  If  the 
firm  assets  are  sufficient  to  pay  all  of  the  firm  debts,  so  that  each 
creditor  will  ultimately  receive  compensation  in  full,  preference  in 
the  time  or  order  of  payment  may  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  con- 
ditions of  the  trust. 

The  exception  referred  to  is  the  case  of  Egberts  v.  Wood,  3  Paige, 
5*26,  in  which  the  chancellor  suggests  that  the  representative  of  the 
deceased  partner  has  * '  no  interest  in  the  question  as  to  what  debts 
^hallbepaid  first  incase  the  partnership  effects  are  insufficient  to 
p»y  the  whole,"  and  therefore  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  pre- 
ferred creditors  cannot  be  impeached  on  the  ground  that  such  rep- 
resentative had  no  knowledge  thereof.  The  suit  was  brought  by  a 
^nn  creditor.  The  assignment  was  not  sustained,  but  the  reason 
given  for  declaring  it  void  wjis  that  one  of  the  surviving  partners 
had  no  knowledge  thereof,  and  gave  no  consent  thereto. 

But  counsel  for  defendant  in  error  insist  that  the  acts  of  the  sur- 
viving partner  in  this  respect  can  only  be  questioned  in  a  court  of 
equity.  That  his  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  preferred  creditors 
cannot  be  attacked  in  a  legal  forum. 

From  the  nature  of  the  transactions  and  legal  status  of  the  parties 
interested,  it  is  true  that  these  questions  more  often  arise  in  equit- 
able actions.  But  such  an  assignment,  insolvency  appearing  other- 
wise, 15  held  void  as  against  a  creditor  injured  thereby.  No  inves- 
tigation is  necessary  to  disclose  this  fact,  for  the  instrument,  the 
assignor  being  insolvent,  bears  on  its  face  evidence  of  its  own  inval- 
idity. Where  the  void  assignment  is  offered  and  relied  upon  by  the 
party  to  be  benefited  thereby,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  good  rea- 
son why  objection  thereto  may  not  under  our  practice  be  made  in  a 
court  of  law. 

In  the  action  of  ejectment  courts  of  law  have  long  assumed  the 
privilege  of  rejecting  a  void  deed,  and  they  have  insisted  upon  a 
large  concurrtnit  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  equity  in  investigating 
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certain  questions  of  fraud  for  the  purpose  of  deterniiiung  such 
invalidity.  A  resort  to  equity  is  necessary  to  set  aside  or  cancel 
such  an  instrument  and  remove-  the  cloud  upon  title;  but  the  defect 
appearing  on  its  face^  or  being  disclosed  in  a  proper  manner,  courts 
of  law  simply  treat  the  deed  as  a  nullity,  and  ignore  its  existence. 
We  do  not  think  that  such  an  assignment  as  the  one  before  us  ought 
to  receive  any  greater  consideration  or  protection  than  a  void  deed 
to  realty.  And  this  is  especially  true  under  our  present  system  <>f 
procedure.  i 

Had  plaintiff  averred  ownership  of  the  property  replevied,  by  vir- 
tue of  the  assignment,  defendant  would  have  met  the  averm^t  with 
an  allegation  of  fraud  upon  creditors  in  the-  assignment,  ahd  the 
issue  made  upon  the  question  would  have  been  fully  tried.  There 
being  only  a  general  allegation  of  ownership  in  the  complaint,  it 
would  be  unjust  to  say  that  defendant  thight  ndt  object  to  the 
instrument  upon  which  such  ownership  and  right  to  possession 
entirely  depend,  where  the  matters  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument itself,  together  with  the  evidence  already  before  the  court; 
establish  the  fact  that  the  claim  of  o^ncfrship  is  without  founda- 
tion. ' 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  prdofs  of  plaintiff  in  making 
out  his  case  (including  evidence  without  objection  in  cross-exami- 
nation) show  beyond  question  the  insolvency  of  the  partnership  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment;  also  the  facts  that  the  assignment  wt^s 
made  for  the  benefit  of  the  preferred  creditors^  and  that  Brinker 
was  an  uhpref  erred  creditor  to  the  extent  of  over  $3,000,  and  there- 
fore plaintiff  himself  thus  established  a  defense  against  his  own 
action,  which  if  properly  averred  would  be  decisive  in  a  court  of 
equity.  It  must  also  be  remembered  that  under  our  practice  an 
equitable  defense  is  available  in  a  legal  act ioli,  and  therefore  defend- 
ant was  entitled,  upon  proper  averment,  to  prove  the  same  as  an 
affirmative  defense  in  this  case.  He  would  not  b6  permitted,  after 
plaintiff  makes  out  &  prima  facie  case  and  rests,  to  offer  evidence  of 
a  defense,  either  legal  or  equitable,  which  was  not  presented  by  the 
pleadings.  But  when  the  evidence  of  plaintiff  in  support  of  his 
case  discloses  a  perfect  defense,  whether  the  same  be  equitable  or 
legal,  he  will  bo  deemed  to  have  waived  the  defect  arising  from 
want  of  averment  thereof  in  the  answer,  and  defendant  may  have 
the  benefit  of  such  defense.  This  is  especially  true  where,  as  in  the 
case  before  us.  tlofeudaiit  may  not  previous  to  the   trial  have  infor- 
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mation  which  would  enable  hira  to  plead  the  defense  in  :his 
answer. 

Had  the  assignment  been  rejected  by  the  court  when  offered  in 
evidence  plaintiff  could  not  have  recovered;  having  been  received 
in  connection  with  the  other  proofs,  it  established  a  defense  and 
defeated  his  claim  of  right  to  possession  of  the  property  in  contro- 
versy. 

The  judgment  will  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 

Reversed. 
Beck,  C.  J.,  dissented, 

NoTJB  BY  THB  Rkpobteb.— In  Loeschigk  y.  ffa^eid,  51  N.  Y.  660,  it  was 
held  that  a  sarriving  partner  has  power  to  assign  and  transfer  the  copartner- 
ship assets  to  a  creditor  of  the  firm  in  payment  of  his  debt,  although  such  an 
assig'miient  operates  to  give  a  preference  to  the  assignee  oyer  the  other  credit- 
ore  ol  tbefinn. 


Pbople  v.  Green. 

(7  Colo  237.) 

Attomep  —  disbarring  —  contempt. 

An  attorney,  stopping  a  judge  on  the  street,  and  using  abusive  language  to 
hnn  concerning  his  judicial  action  in  a  case  pending  before  him,  is  guilty  of 
••  mlsoonduct  in  office,"  warranting  disbarring.* 

PROCEEDINGS  to  disbar  an  attorney.     The  opinion  states  the 
case. 

2>.  P,  Unny,  attorney-general,  L.  S.  Dixon  and  L,  C,  Rockwell^ 
for  people. 

B.  F,  Rice  and  jB.  F.  Montgomery,  for  respondent 

Beck,  C,  J.  The  petition  of  the  Hon.  Victor  A.  Elliott,  judge 
of  the  District  Courts  of  the  second  judicial  district  of  this  State, 
recently  filed  in  this  court,  charges  the  respondent,  Thomas  A. 
Green,  a  duly  licensed  attorney  at  law,  residing  in  the  city  of  Den- 
Yer,  with  malconduct  in  his  office  as  an  attorney. 

It  charges  that  the  respondent  halted  the  relator  as  he  was  driv- 

♦  See  Matter  of  Pryor  (18  Kans.  73),  26  Am.  Rep.  747. 
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iug  through  the  street  with  his  daughter,  a  young  lady,  and 
addressed  abusive,  insulting  and  threatening  language  to  him  con- 
cerning  his  judicial  action  in  a  certain  cause  theretofore  and  still 
pending  and  undetermined  in  the  District  Court  of  Arapahoe 
county,  wherein  the  said  Green  was  counsel  for  the  defendants;  that 
he  accused  said  judge  with  tyranny  and  oppression  in  said  cause; 
that  said  relator  had  procured  its  submission  to  a  prejudiced  judge 
for  trial;  and  further  that  the  respondent  assailed  the  relator  with 
vile  epithets,  and  threatened  to  expose  him  by  publishing  the  said 
accusations  in  the  newspapers. 

Upon  the  filing  of  the  foregoing  petition  a  rule  was  entei*ed 
herein  that  tlie  respondent  be  cited  to  appear  and  show  cause  why 
his  name  should  not  be  stricken  from  the  roll  for  malconduct  in 
office. 

The  respondent  appeared  and  answered  the  petition,  and  a  hear- 
ing has  been  had.  The  answer  admits  that  the  facts  contained  in 
the  petition,  descriptive  of  the  respondent's  alleged  conduct,  are 
substantially  true  as 'stated,  but  denies  that  he  enteitained  the 
motives  therein  charged  against  him,  to-wit,  that  he  intended 
thereby  to  embarrass  and  intimidate  the  relator  in  the  discharge 
of  his  official  duties  as  judge  of  said  courts,  or  to  disgrace  him  as  a 
judge. 

There  being  no  traverse  of  the  substantial  allegations  of  fact  con- 
tained in  the  petition,  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  intentions  of 
the  respondent,  an  issue  was  framed  presenting  the  question 
whether  the  respondent's  conduct  and  language  to  Judge  Elliott 
upon  the  street  constituted  such  malconduct  in  his  office  as  an 
attorney  at  law  as  to  warrant  this  court  in  striking  his  name  from 
the  roll. 

Upon  the  hearing  the  respondent  was  permitted  to  introduce 
U»stimony  in  mitigation  of  the  offense  charged  against  him,  the 
.same  matters  to  be  considered  in  justification,  if  adjudged  admis- 
sible for  that  purpose.  Testimony  was  likewise  produced  by  the 
relator  concerning  the  same  matters  of  fact  mentioned  by  the 
respondent's  witnesses,  and  subsequently  the  case  was  submitted  to 
the  court  upon  the  briefs  and  arguments  of  counsel  for  the  respect- 
ive  parties. 

Upon  a  careful  consideration  and  review  of  the  whole  case,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  respondent's  course  has  been  unreasonable 
and  unprofessional  throughout. 
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^prehensible  as  his  conduct  has  been^  there  is  little  doubt  that 

^  ^traction  of  his  acts  and  words  at  any  time  prior  to  the  submis- 

^^^^  of  the  case  for  onr  judgment,  accompanied  by  a  proper  apology 

^  ^he  District  judge,  manifesting  a  disposition  to  make  suitable 

/^t^tion  for  the  indignity  offered  him,  would  have  caused  a  dis- 

iK^t  of  this  proceeding. 

^^\,  the  attitude  and  bearing  of  the  respondent  have  been,  ^  to 

^vVe  delator,  wholly  defiant.     His  position  is  that  he  haa  done  noth- 

\ng  wrong;  that  his  conduct  was  justifiable,  and  that  no  occasion 

exists  even  for  an  apology  on  his  part. 

He  makes  the  further  point  tfiat  the  offensive  language  com- 
plained of,  having  been  addressed  to  Judge  Elliott  out  of  court,  the 
aame  does  not  constitute  a  statutory  contempt,  and  for  that  reason 
it  does  not  warrant  the  respondent's  disbarment. 

Such  being  his  disposition  and  course  in  the  matter,  it  only 
remains  for  us  to  declare  the  law  applicable  to  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

The  language  of  the  statute  upoA  the  subject  of  striking  an  attor- 
ney from  the  roll  is  broad  and  plain.  It  is  :  "  The  justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  in  oj^n  court,  shall  have  power,  at  their  discretion, 
to  strike  the  name  of  any  attorney  or  counsellor  at  law  from  the 
roll  for  misconduct  in  his  office."  Gen.  Stat.,  p.  136,  §5.  The 
gniYe  and  delicate  responsibility  imposed  upon  this  court,  by  the 
statute,  is  duly  appreciated.  The  profession  of  an  attorney  is  to 
him  of  the  highest  importance.  It  comprises  his  regular  means  of 
subsistence.  No  argument  therefore  is  necessary  to  show  that  the 
power  of  striking  from  the  roll  should  be  most  judiciously  exercised. 
The  case  should  be  cleai'ly  made  out  to  warrant  a  removal  from  the 
^,  and  the  removal  should  appear  to  be  necessary  either  to  the 
niaintenance  of  that  degree  of  respect  which  is  due  to  courts  and 
judges,  or  to  preserve  the  respectability  of  the  legal  profession  itself. 
The  power  should  never  be  arbitrarily  exercised. 

It  may  be  remarked,  in  this  connection,  that  the  statute  not  only 
vests  this  court  with  a  discretion  which  may  be  exercised,  but  by 
^n»plication  it  enjoins  a  solemn  duty  upon  the  court,  which  in  a 
proper  case  must  be  exercised. 

Said  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  **  This  discretion  ought  to  be  exer- 
^^•iscd  with  great  moderation  and  judgment,  but  it  must  be  exer- 
cised/'   Ez  parte  Burr,  9  Wheat.  529. 
A  proper  regard  for  the  integrity  of  our  honored  ])rofe88ion,  and 
Vol.  XLIX  —  45 
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for  the  preservation  of  judicial  authority,  requires  that  indig1iitie8 
of  this  character  to  judges,  on  account  of  rulings  made  in  court,  be 
summarily  dealt  with.  Imwjtion  under  such  circumstances  woul<l 
be  a  warrant  for  the  ^perpetration  of  a  similar  outrage  whenever  an 
unreasonable  or  evil  disposed  lawyer  might  adjudge  himself  aggrieveil 
by  judicial  action. 

The  necessary  effect  of  an  indecisive  coui-se  in  such  a  case  wouUl 
be  to  impair  confidence  and  respect  in  judicial  authority,  and  embar- 
rass the  administration  of  justice. 

The  law  has  made  ample  provisions  for  the  correction  of  judicial 
errors,  and  law-abiding  attorneys  avail  themselves  of  such  reme- 
dies when  occasion  requires.  Those  otherwise  disposed  uiusbsuffer 
the  consequences  of  an  injudicious  course  of  action. 

Concerning  the  respondent's  motives,  we  have  liis  denial  that  bin 
real  motives  were  those  attributed  to  him  by  the  relator.  Jt  is  true 
resix>ndent  assailed  Judge  Elliott  upon  the  street  with  low  epitliets, 
interspersed  with  charges  of  corruption  and  tyranny,  accom^panied 
by  threats  of  exposure  through  the  newspapers,  all  on  account  of 
his  official  jiction  in  a  cause  still  pending  in  the  District  Court,  and 
on  account  of  a  i)ublication  concerning  the  same  which  criticised 
the  eoui-sc  i)ursued  by  the  respondent.  But  Mr.  Green  says  he  did 
.  not  intend  thereby  to  embarrass  or  intimidate  the  judge  in  the 
discharge  of  his  official  duties  or   to  disgrace  him  as  a  judge. 

We  fail  to  discover  any  thing  in  the  case  however  which  should 
except  it  from  the  operation  of  the  usual  rule  of  determLaing  the 
motives  by  which  human  conduct  is  actuated,  viz.:  that  the  natural 
and  probable  consequences  of  every  act  deliberately  done  were 
intended  by  its  author. 

The  respondent  was  afforded  an  opportunity  to  prove  on  the  hear- 
ing, in  mitigation  of  his  alleged  offense,  the  affirmative  allegations 
of  his  answer,  that  the  District  judge  had  treated  him  in  anoppres- 
ive  and  tyrannical  manner;  that  he  had  entrapped  him  into  the 
submission  of  the  Bosco-Smiih  case  to  a  prejudiced  and  partial 
ju<i<^a'  for  trial,  and  that  the  relator  caused  the  publication  in  the 
Tribune  oi  a  false  and  libellous  account  of  the  proceeding  which 
occurred  in  court  on  the  presentation  by  the  respondent  of  his  pro- 
test against  further  action  before  Judge  Bogers.  Ho  signally  failed 
t«  sustain  upon  the  hearing  any  one  of  these  allegations. 

His  conduct  is  not  i)alliated  by  the  plea  of  sudden  passion,  sug- 
gested by  his  counsel,  which  was  incited  upon  reading  the  news- 
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)Kiper  article  referred  to,  for  in  the  first  place  said  article  "was  not 
grossly  false  as  alleged,  and  the  supposed  wrong  done  the  respond- 
ent by  its  publication  was  more  fancied  than  real.  In  the  second 
place,  Judge  Elliott  had  distinctly  informed  him  before  the 
nespoudeiit  gave  vent  to  the  tirade  of  abuse  charged,  that  he  was 
in  no  manner  responsible  for  its  publication.  However  angry  he 
may  have  been  upon  reading  the  article  tliorefoi'e,  Judge  Elliott 
having  wholly  disclaimed  its  authorship,  no  pretext  remained  on 
that  account  for  his  insulting  words,  and  although  uttered  under 
excitement  thus  produced,  his  conduct  was  wholly  inexcusable. 

The  right  of  lawyers,  in  common  with  other  persons,  to  criticise 
in  a  legitimate  manner  the  conduct  and  rulings  of  judicial  officers 
is  recognized, but  this  right  never  extends  to  nor  justifies  indignities 
to  such  oflacers  concerning  proceedings  in  court,  which  indignities 
would  properly  be  characterized  as  outrages  if  perpetrated  upon 
private  citizens  concerning  other  mattere. 

The  respondent's  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  in  this 
ease  is,  in  our  judgment,  not  well  taken.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  indignity  or  insult  to  a  judge  should  occur  in  open  court,  nor 
that  it  constitute  a  statutory  contempt  of  court,  in  order  to  confer 
on  this  court  jurisdiction  to  disbar  therefor. 

Bearing  upon  this  proposition  the  views  of  Mr.  Justice  Field 
i"^ in  l)oint:  ''The  obligation  which  attorneys  impliedly  assume, 
if  they  do  not  by  express  declaration  take  upon  themselves,  when 
they  are  admitted  to  the  bar,  is  not  merely  to  be  obedient  to  the 
Constitution  and  laws>  but  to  maintain  at  all  times  the  respect  due 
courts  of  justice  and  judicial  officers.  This  obligation  is  not  dis- 
charged by  merely  observing  the  rules  of  courteous  demeanor  m 
open  court  but  it  includes  abstaining  out  of  court  from 
^U  insulting  language  and  offensive  conduct  toward  the 
judges  personally  for  their  judicial  acts.  *  ♦  *  Whatever 
way  be  thought  in  such  a  case  of  the  power  to  punish  for  contempt, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  existence  of  a  power  to  strike  the 
offending  attorney  from  the  roll."  Bradley  v.  Fisher,  13  Wall  335. 

Chief  Justice  Sharswood,  of  Pennsylvania,  is  equally  positive 
upon  the  point.  Says  he:  "No  question  can  be  made  of  the 
power  of  a  court  to  strike  a  member  of  the  bar  from  th6  roll  for 
oflBcial  misconduct  in  or  out  of  court."  £x  parte  Sieinman,  95  Penn. 
S^220;s.c.,  40  Am.  Rep.  637. 

To  the  same  effect  are  the  views  of  Chief  Justice  English  :  "  The 
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power  of  the  court  to  punish  for  contempt  by  fine  and  imprison- 
ment is  one  thing,  and  its  power  to  strike  an  attorney  from  the  roll 
is  another  and  distinct  thing,  although  the  misconduct  for  which 
an  attorney  may  be  disbarred  may  in  some  instances  involve  a  con- 
tempt of  court."    Beene  v.  State,  22  Ark.  151. 

The  status  of  the  case  then  is,  that  the  respondent  has  been  guilty 
of  conduct  toward  the  relator,  on  account  of  the  latter's  judicial 
action  in  a  cause  pending  in  the  District  Court,  which  warrants  his 
disbarment,  and  he  has  produced  no  testimony  which  either  justi- 
fies or  mitigates  his  offense.  This  showing  is  greatly  to  be  regret- 
ted, for  the  respondent  is  a  man  in  advanced  years,  an  attorney  of 
considerable  practice  and  experience,  and  one  whose  demeanor  in 
other  courts  appears  to  have  been  polite  and  respectful  To  this 
effect  is  the  testimony  of  Judge  Hallett,  of  the  United  States 
District  Court,  and  of  ex-Judge  Dawson,  late  judge  of  the  Supe- 
rior Court  of  Denver.  We  may  add  also  that  the  respondent's  deport- 
ment in  this  court  has  always  been  exemplary.  It  is  probable  there- 
fore tliat  his  conduct  in  the  present  instance  has  been  the  result  of 
passion  and  of  an  unreasonable  rather  than  a  vicious  disposition, 
when  acting  under  excitement. 

However  this  may  be,  his  defiant  attitude  in  this  case,  and  his 
]>ersistent  attempt  to  justify  conduct  which  is  indefensible,  leaves 
no  alternative  in  view  of  the  law  and  the  evidence,  but  to  adjudge 
him  guilty  of  malconduct  in  his  office  as  an  attorney.  In  consid- 
emtion  of  his  age  and  standing  however  we  are  disposed  to  deal  as 
leniently  with  him  as  may  be  consistent  with  the  maintenance  of 
judicial  and  professional  honor  and  independence  in  this  State. 

Whether  or  not  this  leniency  shall  be  exercised,  and  how  soon, 
must  depend,  to  a  great  extent,  on  the  respondent  himself.  Section 
7,  chapter  VI,  of  the  General  Statutes,  makes  provision  for  restor- 
ing to  the  bar  any  attorney  whose  name  may  have  been  stricken 
from  the  roll  by  order  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  judgment  of  tlie  court  is,  that  the  name  of  the  respondent, 
Thomas  A.  Green,  be  stricken  from  the  roll  of  attorneys. 

Rule  made  absolute. 

On  a  petition  for  rehearing.  Helm,  J.,  said,  among  other  things: 
^'  If  a  judge  and  attorney  meet  outside  the  court-room,  and  engage 
in  an  altercation  about  some  matter  in  no  way  connected  with  judi- 
cial action,  they  are,  and  ought  to  be  upon  precisely  the  same  foot- 
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ing,  in  all  respects,  as  other  private  citizens;  but  when  the  attorney 
atters  the  threat,  or  makes  the  assault,  on  account  of  a  ruling  or 
decision  in  court,  the  situation  is  widely  different.     His  action  has 
a  direct  influence  upon  the  judicial  mind;  it  is  calculated  to  disturb 
and  embarrass  the  proper  administration  of  justice.     The  temple  in 
which  the  lawyer  is  sworn  to  minister  is  not  bounded  by  the  walls 
of  a  court-room;  his  official  oath  is  not  a  robe  to  be  worn  only  in 
presence  of  the  court;  and  when  he  proves  recreant  to  that  oath  by 
such  willful  misconduct  toward  the  judge,  on  account  of  his  judi- 
cial acts,  as  interferes  with  or  impedes  the  dignified  and  proper 
administration  of  the  law,  or  tends  to  do  so,  whether  in  the  court- 
room or  upon  the  street,  he  is  guilty  of  official  misconduct.  Whether 
such  misconduct  justifies  disbarment  depends,   of  course,  upon 
the  facts  and  circumstances  attending  and  surrounding  eacii  par- 
ticular case. 

'^  But  respondent  undertakes  to  shield  himself  under  the  plea  of 
freedom  of  speech,  and  a  right  to  criticise.  In  this  country,  and 
in  England  also,  the  utmost  liberty  of  speech  is  guaranteed  by 
statute  and  enforced  by  the  courts;  the  right  to  discuss  all  matters 
of  public  interest  or  importance  is  everywhere  fully  recognized; 
judicial  decisions  and  conduct  constitute  no  exception  to  the  rule; 
the  judge's  official  character,  and  his  acts  in  cases  fully  determined, 
are  subject  to  examination  and  criticism;  in  most  of  the  States  the 
office  is  elective,  and  it  is  proper  and  right  that  the  people  should 
be  informed  of  the  occupant's  mental  and  moral  fitness. 

True,  under  the  guise  of  criticism  in  the  public  press,  and  other- 

wise,  judges  are  often  compelled  to  endure  the  sting  of  misrepre- 

gentation  and  calumny,  with  no  other  redress  than  an  ordinary  civil 

action;  and  doubtless  it  sometimes  happens  that  their  efficiency  in 

office  is  thereby  lessened  to  the  detriment  and  injury  of  the  public 

scrTi'ee;  but  it  is  wisely  considered  better  that  these  wrongs  and 

injuries  should  be  tolerated,  than  that  the  sacred  liberty  of  speech, 

printed  or  spoken,  should  be  abridged  by  lodging  an  arbitrary  power 

to  interfere  therewith  in  the  hands  of  the  court  or  judge,  so  long 

as  such  criticism  or  libel  is  not  designed  to  influence  the  mind  of 

the  judge  in  a  cause  still  undetermined. 

There  is  a  marked  difference  between  the  attorney  and  the  non- 
professional citizen;  the  former  is  as  much  an  officer  of  the  court  as 
the  clerk  or  sheriff,  and  his  oath  of  office  should  lead  him  at  all 
times  and  in  all  places  to  encourage  i\r}(i  strengthen  the  judges  and 
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courts  in  the  discharge  of  their  official  duties;  but  so  far  as  this  lib- 
erty oi  speech  in  connection  with  judicial  action  is  concerned,  his 
official  character  in  no  way  affects  him;  he  may  talk  with  his  neigh- 
bors, and  freely  comment  upon  the  judge's  official  conduct  in  mat- 
ters no  longer  pending,  and  he  may  criticise  the  same  through 
the  public  press;  for  such  acts  he  will  be  answerable  only  as  other 
citizens  are. 

But  wc  have  found  no  case,  and  respondent  has  cited  none,  which 
extends  this  privilege  of  comment  and  criticism  to  assaults,  verbal 
or  physical,  upon  the  judge  in  person.  If  a  case  like  the  one  before 
us  were  found,  in  which  the  court  exonerated  the  attorney  from 
official  reproach,  we  should  hesitate  long  before  following  it. 

The  assault  upon  the  judge  in  person,  the  vile  epithets  and 
threats  addressed  to  him,  cannot  be  justified  or  excused  under  the 
right  of  criticism,  nor  upon  the  plea  of  educating  or  informing  the 
popular  mind  concerning  his  official  acts. 

We  may  accept  the  law  as  stated  by  counsel  for  respondent  in 
their  able  brief  upon  this  petition  for  rehearing.  We  may  say  with 
them  that  our  power  to  disbar  is  confined  to  the  statutory  causes, 
and  that  it  can  only  be  exercised  for  malconduct  in  office,  though 
both  of  these  propositions  are  ably  controverted. 

Rehearing  denied. 


Garvey's  Case. 

(7  Colo.  884.) 

Criminal  law  —  tirir^'  in  jeopardy  —  repeal  of  gtatuU. 

The  prisoner  having  been  indicted  for  murder,  tbe  statute  was  so  amended  as 
to  render  it  illegal  to  convict  bini  of  murder,  and  witbout  any  saving  clause, 
l>ut  not  so  as  to  affect  tbe  crime  of  manslaughter.  He  was  tben  tried  and 
convicted  of  murder.  Held,  tbat  be  migbt  be  subsequently  tried  under  the 
sanm  indictment  for  manslaugbter.* 


H 


ABEAS  corpus.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 


WeMsy  Smith  <§  Macon,  for  petitioner. 
D.  F.  Urrny,  attorney-general,  for  i>eople. 


^  See  same  case  (6  Colo.  559),  45  Am.  Rep.  581. 
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Becic,  C.  J.  The  petitioner  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of  one 
GeoT^^  "Wolf,  alleged  to  have  been  perpetrated  on  the  23d  day  of 
>Iay,  1880.  The  indictment  was  found  by  the  grand  jury  on  the 
I5th  <l«i3r  of  March,  1881,  on  which  he  was  tried  at  the  special  No- 
voin^^^r  term  of  the  District  Court  of  Arapahoe  county,  1881,  found 
.•  jjruilty  of  murder  iis  charged  in  the  indictment,"  and  sentenced  to 
\iii\n-iaoiinient  for  life  in  the  State  penitentiary. 

A  ^vr it  of  error  to  the  judgment  was  prosecuted  to  this  court, 

iind  at  tlie  April  term,  1883,  we  reversed  the  judgment  and  remanded 

t\\e  cause,  for  the  reason  that  after  the  commission  of  the  offense 

x\w  ^^gislature  had  so  amended  the  statute  concerning  murder  as 

to  Alter  the  situation  of  the  prisoner  to  his  disadvantage,  without 

iisavlxig  clause  as  to  the  repealed  provisions,  thus  making  the  law 

ef  poH  facto  as  to  the  case  of  the  jxjtitioner. 

"f^e  petition  is  demurred  to  by  the  attorney-general  on  behalf  of 
i\\e  people,  and  it  is  stipulated  by  counsel  representing  the  respective 
l>arties  that  the  cause  be  heard  upon  this  demurrer,  and  that  the  rec- 
ord iipou  the  writ  of  error  of  Garvey(the  petitioner)  v.  People^  recently 
licard  and  determined  in  this  court,  together  with  the  judgment  of 
tlie  District  Court  of  Arapahoe  county,  subsequently  rendered, 
denying  the  motion  to  quash  the  indictment,  and  entering  judg- 
ment uj)ou  the  former  conviction,  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
present  petition  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

Upon  the  return  of  the  record  in  the  District  Court  the  petitioner 
moved  to  quash  the  indictment  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  insuflS- 
eient  in  law,  as  appeared  from  the  judgment  of  reversal     The  peti- 
tion alleges  that  the  court  denied  the  motion  to  quash,  and  gave 
judgment  on  the  same  verdict,  without  any  further  trial  of  the  pris- 
oner, that  he  be  confined  in  the  State  penitentiary  for  the  term  of 
eight  years.     Upon  this  judgment  the  prisoner  was  committed  to 
the  penitentiary,  where  he  still  remains  in  confinement,  and  to  be 
released  from  which  he  has  sued  out  from   this  court  the  present 
writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

The  judgment  complained  of  is  a  judgment  for  manslaughter. 
The  grounds  of  the  present  application  aj)pear  to  be: 
First.   That  the  condition  of  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  of  the 
nrisoner,  at  and  since  the  time  of  his  trial   for  murder,  has  been 
such  thrtt  he  could  not  lawfully  be  tried  for  any  offense  charged  in 
tho  indictment  in  question. 

Second.  That  the  action  of    the  District  Court  in  pronouncing 
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judgment  for  manslaughter  without  a  trial  by  jury  was  without 
jurisdiction,  and  therefore  null  and  void. 

Upon  the  first  proposition  it  is  contended  that  the  repeal  of  the 
provisions  of  the  law  of  homicide,  above  alluded  to,  quashed  the 
indictment,  or  left  it  in  the  same  condition  it  would  have  been  if 
no  law  authorizing  an  indictment  for  murder  had  ever  existed. 
That  if  this  be  true,  there  could  be  no  record  in  the  District  Court 
upon  which  punishment  for  any. offense  charged  in  the  quashed  in- 
dictment could  be  inflicted.  The  repeal  of  the  statutory  provis- 
ions had  the  same  effect  upon  the  indictment  as  if  a  demurrer 
thereto  had  been  sustained  on  the  ground  that  it  charged  no  crime. 
There  could  not  be  a  conviction  of  manslaughter,  because  it  was 
quashed  in  toto,  and  not  in  part  only.  A  demurrer,  it  is  argued, 
would  not  have  been  sustained  as  to  the  charge  of  murder,  and 
overruled  as  to  the  charge  of  manslaughter  involved  in  the  allega- 
tions constituting  murder,  but  the  indictment  would  have  been 
quashed  and  the  prisoner  discharged. 

Much  prominence  is  given  to  the  proposition  that  an  indictment, 
or  any  pleading  under  a  statute  which  is  repealed  after  the  filing 
thereof,  is  for  all  purposes  absolutely  null  and  void. 

The  act  amending  the  Criminal  Code  was  approved  March  1, 
1881;  and  while  it  did  not  go  into  effect  until  after  the  filing  of 
the  indictment  on  the  loth  day  of  March,  1881,  still  the  amend- 
ment of  the  statute  did  not  wholly  repeal  or  annul  the  indictment. 
The  law  of  homicide  was  not  repealed.  Two  sections  concerning 
the  punishment  of  murder  were  repealed;  but  no  change  was  made 
in  the  provisions  relating  to  manslaughter.  This  is  but  a  lower 
grade  of  the  same  offense,  or  a  constituent  part  of  it,  and  neces- 
.sarily  committed  in  the  perpetration  of  a  murder.  It  is  held  in 
this  class  of  oases  that  a  count,  properly  framed,  for  the  higher 
jrrade  or  offense  contains  all  the  essential  elements  of  a  count  for 
the  minor  offense.  In  illustration  of  this  principle,  it  was  said  in 
Commonwealth  v.  Harney^  10  Mete.  425,  that  an  indictment  for 
murder  or  manslaughter  contains  a  full  and  technical  charge  of  an 
ji.ssault  and  battery. 

Hut  it  is  further  contended  that  the  effect  of  the  legislation 
referred  to  was  to  abolish  the  offense  of  murder  so  far  as  the  peti- 
tioner is  concerned;  and  this  being  done,  he  could  not  be  convicted 
of  manslaughter  upon  this  indictment;  for  while  manslaughter  is 
iiicliided  in  everv  indictment  for  murder,  there  was  here  no  indict- 
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ment  fox*  murder;  and  it  cannot  be  said  that  one  crime  contains 
another  ^hen  there  is  no  containing  crime,  or  that  an  indictment 
for  murder  includes  manslaughter,  when  there  is  no  such  offense  as 
murder. 

It  woxxld  seem  to  be  an  extravagant  proposition  that  as  to  the 

petitiorxGT  there  is  no  such  offense  as  murder.    As  stated  in  Gar- 

vey  V.   T^eopU,  supra,  there  remained  unrepealed  of  the  law  of  homi- 

eide,  in  suldition  to  the  provisions  relating  to  manslaughter  and  its 

puaislxixxent,  the  sections  defining  the  crime  of  murder,  providing 

the  fc>rtix  of  indictment,  and  imposing  the  death  penalty  upon  such 

jj3  shoxxld  be  convicted.    True,  the  change  made  was  such  that  the 

petitioner  could  not  be  lawfully  convicted  of  murder,  but  there 

e%'\st^^  xio  space  of  time  wherein  the  crime  of  murder  was  not  an 

Vudictable  statutory  offense.     The  statutory  definition  of  the  crime 

^i  murder  was  substantially  the  common-law  definition  as  given  by 

B\ackatone  and  Coke.    4  Bl.  Com.  *195.     The  same  was  true  of  the 

{ortft  of  the  indictment  under  the  statute.     It  was  substantially  the 

eotftBaon-law  form. 

The  statutory  definition  of  manslaughter  was  the  same  as  defined 
iit  common  law.  4  Bl.  Com.  *191.  The  law  of  manslaughter  was 
Hineuded  in  1883,  but  there  was  a  saving  clause  as  to  all  cases  pend- 
ing, 80  that  tlie  amendment  does  not  affect  the  petitioner.  Now 
430Uiisel  for  petitioner  say:  "  It  is  admitted  that  in  every  valid 
indictment  for  murder  voluntary  manslaughter  is  also  contained; 
but  not  in  an  indictment  that  has  been  quashed,  repealed  or  ren- 
dered void  as  to  the  murder  therein  charged." 

Bat  the  indictment,  as  a  pleading,  has  never  been   quashed, 

repealed,  or  rendered  void,  either  by  legislative  action  or  by  the 

order  of  any  court.    The  fact  that  circumstances  have  transpired 

since  the  o5ense  was  committed,  which  render  the  charge  of  murder 

therein  contained  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  the  petitioner,  does 

not  necessarily  discharge  him  of  manslaughter,  which  is  a  lower 

grade  of  the  same  offense.     His  liability   to  answer  for  the  latter 

does  not  depend  alone  on  the  principle  that  it  is  an  included  offense, 

bat  that  it  is  charged  in  the  indictment  as  well. 

We  apprehend  that  the  true  tests  in  such  a  case  by  which  to  de- 
termine the  validity  of  the  indictment  are:  Is  the  offense  for  which 
the  conviction  is  sought  included  in  the  crime  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment;  and  if  so,  is  it  suflBciently  alleged? 

Oar   Constitution  provides   that   in   criminal   prosecutions  the 
Vol.  XLIX— 46 
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liccused  shall  have  the  right  to  demand  the  nature  and  cause  of  the 
liccusation  against  him,  which  is  nothing  more  than  was  required 
l)y  the  rules  of  the  common  law.  We  have  seen  that  the  statutory 
definitions  of  murder  and  manslaughter,  as  the  same  remained  unre- 
|H»aled  after  the  legislation  of  1881,  were  synonymous  with  the  com- 
mon-law definitions  of  the  same  offenses;  and  since  the  statute  re- 
*|uire$  all  trials  to  be  conducted  according  to  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law,  except  where  another  mode  is  pointed  out  in  the  Criminal 
Code,  we  may  safely  test  the  sufficiency  of  this  indictment  by  it* 
principles. 

At  common  law  the  words  ''murder''  and  '*  manslaughter" 
iippear  to  have  been  terms  applied  to  designate  different  grades  of 
the  same  offense,  viz.:  the  felonious  killing  of  a  human  being.  All 
that  distinguished  one  grade  from  the  other  were  the  words  **  mal- 
ice aforethought."     BLsh.  Stat.  Cr.,  §  468. 

In  his  work  on  Criminal  Procedure,  vol.  2,  §  576,  Mr.  Bishop 
Hays:  *'  Whether  murder  and  manslaughter  are  to  be  called  two 
(M-imes  or  one  is  matter  only  of  words,  not  of  ideas." 

Certain  crimes,  including  murder,  were  arranged  in  grades,  one 
above  another,  and  each  higher  offense,  or  grade  of  an  offense,  was 
said  to  contain  all  that  was  embraced  in  the  one  next  lower,  and 
something  more.  It  was  not  necessary  that  the  indictment  for  any 
offense  should  specify  the  name  of  the  offense,  provided  it  was  in 
other  respects  sufficient,  and  in  this  class  of  crimes,  whatever  thi? 
offense  alleged  in  the  indictment,  there  might  be  a  conviction  of  any 
other,  if  within  the  words  of  the  allegation. 

Mr.  Bishop  says  the  indictment  for  the  higher  form  of  the  offense 
would  almost  necessarily  be  in  such  language  as  to  include  the 
lower;  and  referring  to  the  subject  of  murder,  says:  *'  We  have 
already  considered  what,  in  general  terms,  is  the  distinction  between 
the  indictment  for  murder  and  for  manslaughter,  the  former 
merely  requiring  some  allegations  added  which  are  not  in  the  lat- 
ter. In  other  words,  the  indictment  for  murder  being  founded  on 
the  statute  which  divided  felonious  homicide  into  the  two  degrees 
of  murder  and  manslaughter,  must  contain  those  statutory  terms 
whicli  distinguished  the  higher  from  the  lower."  2  Bish.  Crim. 
Proc,  g§  576,  540;  1  id.,  §§416,  417,418;  1  Bish.  Crim.  Law,  §  798. 

Mr.  Wharton  illustrates  it  as  follows:  ^*  Thus  if  A.  be  charged 
with  feloniously  killing  B.,  of  malice  prepense,  and  all  but  the  fact 
of  malice  i)re|)ense  be  proved,  A.  may  clearly  be  convicted  of  man - 
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slanghter,  for  the  indictment  contains  all  the  allegations  essential 
to  that  charge;  A.  is  fully  apprised  of  the  nature  of  it;  the  verdict 
enables  the  court  to  pronounce  the  proper  judgment,  and  A.  may 
plead  bis  ivcqnittal  or  conviction  in  bar  of  any  subsequent  indict- 
ment founded  on  the  same  facts. "     1  Whart.  Crim.  Law,  §  627. 

InMcPherson  v.  Slate,  29  Ark.  225,  233,  the  court  say:    "An 
indictment  for  murder  charges  also  all  the  lower  grades  of  feloniou8 
homicide,  and  a  conviction  for  manslaughter  may  be  had  upon  it. " 
No  objection  has  been  raised  as  to  the  form  of  the  indictment  in 
the  present  case  so  far  as  the  charge  of  murder  is  concerned,  and 
we  feel  warranted  in  saying  that  if  any  indictment  in  the  common- 
law  form  contains  all  the  allegations  essential  to  the  charge  of  man- 
slaughter, then  the  indictment  in  this  case  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
conriction  of  that  offense.     If  the  proposition  of  petitionfer's  coun- 
sel was  to  be  conceded,  that  the  amendment  of  the  statute  abolished 
the  crime  of  murder  so  far  as  the  prisoner  is  concerned,  the  force 
of  the  proposition  is  expended  when  it  is  declared  that  he  cannot 
be  lawfully  convicted  of  that  grade  of  crime.     But  murder,  as  a 
criminal  offense,  was  not  abolished,  and  being  primarily  charged  in 
the  indictment,  and  the  indictment  being  sufficient  in  form,  it  fol- 
lows under  the  authorities  cited  that  the  offense  of  manslaughter  is 
substantially  charged  therein. 

In  80  far  as  the  terms  descriptive  of  the  offense  in  the  present 
case  exceed  the  description  of  manslaughter,  they  do  not  vitiate  the 
indictment,  but  may  be  treated  as  surplusage.  1  Bish.  Crim.  Proc., 
§g  478,  479. 

It  was  held  in  Reed  v.  State,  8  Ind.  200,  that  in  an  indictment 
for  a  homicide,  charging  murder,  but  defective  as  to  that  grade  of 
crime,  the  word  "  murder"  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and 
the  prisoner  put  upon  his  trial  for  manslaughter.  The  same  rule 
was  announced  in  Bias  v.  State,  7  Blackf.  20,  respecting  the  words 
'•  with  malice  aforethought." 

The  indictment  in  the  case  at  bar,  though  not  defective  in  form 
as  to  the  higher  offense  or  grade  of  the  offense  charged,  charges  an 
existing  statutory  grade  of  homicide,  of  which  the  petitioner  can- 
not be  convicted. 

But  there  is  no  force  in  the  suggestion,  that  if  put  upon  trial  for 
manslaughter,  and  the  evidence  should  disclose  that  the  killing  was 
perpetrated  with  malice  aforethought,  there  could  be  no  conviction 
of  the  minor  offense. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


364  COLORADO, 

Qarvey's  Case. 


This  point  was  expressly  adjudged  in  Commonwealth  v.  McPike, 
3  Cash.  181,  wherein  it  was  held  that  it  is  no  defense  to  an  indict- 
ment for  manslaughter  that  the  homicide  therein  alleged  appears 
by  the  evidence  to  have  been  committed  with  malice  aforethought, 
jind  was  therefore  murder.  Also  in  Barnett  v.  People,  54  111.  325, 
in  reference  to  the  subsequent  trial  of  the  prisoner,  who  had  been 
convicted  of  manslaughter  upon  an  indictment  for  murder,  the 
court  say:  *' He  could  not  be  convicted  on  this  trial  for  murder, 
but  a  new  trial  having  been  granted  on  the  conviction  for  man- 
slaughter, he  might  be,  and  was,  properly  tried  again  for  the  latter 
named  crime.  And  although  the  proof  might  show  that  crime  was 
perpetrated  deliberately  and  with  malice,  still  after  such  acquittal 
the  conviction  could  only  be  for  the  lower  grade  of  crime." 

The  foregoing  conclusions  and  authorities  sufficiently  answer  the 
propositions  urged  in  behalf  of  the  petitioner,  that  had  a  demurrer 
been  filed  to  this  indictment  it  must  have  been  quashed  in  toto ; 
that  an  original  trial  for  manslaughter  could  not  be  had  thereon, 
and  that  if  the  prisoner  had  been  put  to  his  trial  for  the  minor 
offense,  and  the  evidence  disclosed  a  case  of  murder,  he  must  have 
been  discharged. 

The  proposition  that  the  prisoner  has  been  once  in  jeopardy,  and 
for  that  reason  could  not  be  put  upon  his  trial  for  manslaughter, 
is  equally  fallacious.  Counsel  say  if  the  indictment  would  support 
a  conviction  for  manslaughter  at  all  it  would  have  done  so  in  the 
first  instance,  and  not  being  convicted  of  this  crime  on  the  first 
trial,  ho  cannot  be  put  in  jeopardy  of  it  again.  If  the  prisoner 
had  been  wholly  acquitted  there  would  be  force  in  this  assertion, 
but  the  fallacy  of  the  reasoning  is  exposed  by  the  authority  cited  in 
its  support,  viz. :  1  Whart.  Crim.  Law,  §  551. 

Mr.  Wharton  says:  *'  The  rule  is  that  if  the  prisoner  could  have 
been  legally  convicted  on  the  first  indictment,  upon  any  evidence 
that  might  have  been  legally  adduced,  his  acquittal  on  that  indict- 
ment may  be  successfully  pleaded  to  a  second  indictment;  and  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  proper  evidence  was  adduced  at  the  trial  of 
the  first  indictment  or  not." 

The  whole  section  proceeds  upon  the  supposition  that  the  pris- 
oner has  been  acquitted  on  the  first  indictment.  The  fact  here  is 
otherwise.  The  prisoner  was  convicted,  and  the  judgment  was 
reversed  because  the  conviction  was  illegal. 

The  only  other  instance  mentioned  in  this  section  as  constituting 
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a  bar  to  further  proceedings  is  where  there  has  been  a  conviction 
on  a  defective  indictment,  followed  by  judgment  and  a  perform- 
ance of  tlie  sentence.  This  likewise  is  inapplicable  to  the  case  of 
the  petitioner. 

The  cases  of  Shepherd  v.  People^  25  N.  Y.  406,  and  the  Hartung 
case,  are  mainly  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  position  assumed, 
that  the   petitioner  cannot  be  subjected  to  another  trial,  but  must 
be  unconditionally  discharged  upon  this  writ.     We  agree  with  the 
attorney-general  and  assistant  counsel  for  the  State,  that  the  Har- 
/t*ng  case  may  be  clearly  distinguished  from  the  case  at  bar.    Every 
step  in  the  Haritmg  case  from  its  inception  is  shown  to  have  been 
regular  and  legal.     There  was  no  error  in  the  indictment,  verdict 
or  judgment.     The  conviction  and  judgment  were  in  all  respects 
valid  when  had  and  pronounced.     The  judgment  was  reversed 
because  the  legislature  had  subsequently  enacted  a  statute  which 
forbade  the  execution  of  the  death  sentence  that  had  been  pro- 
nounced.   The  reversal  of  the  judgment  therefore  was  not  based 
upon  error  in  any  of  the  proceedings  in  court,  but  upon  matter 
wholly  dehors  the  record.    When  it  is  considered  that  the  prisoner 
might  have  been  executed  before  the  repeal  of  the  law,  the  cause  of 
the  reversal,  and  which  may  be  termed  an  accidental  circumstance, 
\t  is  but  rational  to  say  that  he  was  once  in  jeopai'dy. 

Bat  it  is  asserted  that  the  Hartung  case  was  not  so  strong  for  an 
absolute  discharge  of  the  accused  as  this  case,  for  the  reason  that 
all  the  proceedings  there  were  legal,  whereas  every  step  in  this  case 
was  illegal,  except  the  indictment,  and  that,  say  counsel,  was  valid 
when  found,  but  by  the  repeal  of  the  law  it  became  mere  waste  paper. 
These  conditions  are  evidently  based  on  false  premises.     As  before 
stated,  the  indictment  was  not  invalidated,  as  a  pleading,  by  the 
rej^eal  of  the  law.     And  if  the  proceedings  attending  the  trial  were 
so  grossly  illegal,  as  alleged,  how,  upon  reversal  of  the  judgment, 
they  would  constitute  a  bar  to  another  trial,  especially  in  view  of 
the  provisions  of  our  Constitution,  we  do  not  perceive.    The  admis- 
sion of  the  facts  assumed  would  seem  to  conclusively  establish  the 
converse  of  the  proposition. 

Sec.  18,  art.  2  of  the  Constitution  provides  as  follows:     *    ♦    ♦ 

"Nor  shall  any  person  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  for  the  same 

offense.     If  the  jury  disagree,  or  if  the  judgment  be  arrested  after 

verdict,  or  if  the  judgment  be  reversed  for  error  in  law,  the  accused 

shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  in  jeopardy." 
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This  judgment  was  reversed  for  errors  of  law,  which  consisted  in  the 
trial,  conviction  and  sentence  of  the  petitioner  for  murder,  whereas 
his  offense  under  the  law,  applicahle  to  his  case  at  the  time  of  his 
indictment  and  conviction,  was  manslaughter. 

The  case  of  Shepherd  v.  People^  supra,  does  not  seem  to  have 
involved  similar  constitutional  provisions. 

[Minor  matter  omitted.] 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  imprisonment,  under  the  judgment 
complained  of,  is  illegal,  for  the  reason  that  the  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  is  not  merely  erroneous,  but  void,  and  for  that  rea- 
son, and  because  of  the  non-observance  of  the  forms  of  law  in  the 
proceedings  of  the  District  Court,  the  petitioner  must  be  dis- 
charged from  the  penitentiary.  But  it  appearing  to  this  court  that 
he  stands  legally  indicted  of  a  felony,  the  order  will  be  that  the 
petitioner  be  discharged  from  the  penitentiary,  and  that  he  be 
remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Arapahoe  county. 

It  is  further  ordered  that  said  sheriff  admit  the  petitioner  to  bail 
upon  his  executing  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  $5,000,  with  sufficient 
sureties,  and  in  form  and  condition  as  required  by  the  Habeas  Cor- 
pus Act,  said  bond  to  be  approved  by  the  sheriff  of  Arapahoe 
county. 


Murphy  v.  Hobbs. 

(7  Colo.  Ml.) 

Damages  —  ex^nnplary  —  tort  punishable  at  a  crime. 

In  a  civil  action  for  a  tort  punishable  as  a  crime  exemplary  damages  maj  not 

be  awarded.* 


M 


ALICIOUS  prosecution  and  false  imprisonment.     The  opinion 
states  the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 


TFw.  B,  Mills,  for  appellant. 

HayneSy  Dunning  d'  HayneSy  and  Rhodes y  Love  dt  McOrsory^ 
for  appellee. 

^Contra,  Smith  v.  Bagwell  (19  Pla.  117),  46  Am.  Rep.  la! 
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Helm,  J.  This  is  a  civil  action,  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
maliciotts  prosecution  and  false  imprisonment.  Plaintiff  procured 
a  verdict,  and  judgment  was  duly  entered  thereon.  Defendant 
prosecutes  this  appeal  and  assigns  in  support  thereof  numerous 
errors.  The  most  important  of  these  assignments  is  one  which  re- 
lates to  the  measure  of  damages  adopted  in  the  court  below. 

Upon  this  subject  the  following  instruction  was  there  given: 
"  That  the  mesisure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion is  not  confined  alone  to  actual  pecuniary  loss  sustained  by 
reason  thereof;  but  if  it  is  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
arrest  and  imprisonment  stated  in  the  complaint  were  without 
probable  cause,  then  the  jury  may  award  damages  to  plaintiff  to 
indemnify  him  for  the  peril  occasioned  to  him  in  regard  to  personal 
liberty,  for  injury  to  his  person,  liberty,  feelings  and  reputation, 
and  as  a  punishment  to  defendant  in  such  further  sum  as  they 
shall  deem  just." 

By  the  assignment  of  error  and  argument  challenging  the  correct- 
ness of  this  instruction,  we  are  called  upon  to  consider  the  follow- 
ing question,  viz. :  Can  damages,  as  a  punishment,  be  recovered 
in  cases  like  this? 

The  rule  allowing,  under  certain  circumstances,  in  civil  actions 
based  upon  torts,  exemplary,  punitive  or  vindictive  damages,  for  the 
purpose  of  punishing  the  defendant,  has  taken  deep  root  in  the  law. 
It  has  the  sanction  of  learned  courts  and  law  writers,  among  the 
latter  Mr.  Sedgwick;  and  its  abrogation  should  be  favored  only  upon 
the  most  weighty  consideration.  But  we  find  denying  its  correctness, 
Professor  Greenleaf  and  several  courts  of  the  highest  respectability. 
As  we  shall  presently  see,  the  question  is  not  conclusively  res 
judicata  in  Colorado.  We  therefpre  feel  at  liberty  to  inquire  into 
the  reasons  urged  against  the  doctrine. 

Were  this  subject  now  presented  to  the  various  courts  of  the 
country  for  the  first  time,  we  have  little  doubt  as  to  what  the  ver- 
dict would  be;  the  propriety  of  adhering  exclusively  to  the  rule  of 
compensation  appears,  upon  careful  investigation,  with  striking 
clearness.  But  many  of  the  courts,  like  that  of  Wisconsin,  while 
expressing  strong  disapprobation  of  the  doctrine  **  inherited,"  and 
declaring  it  ^*a  sin  against  sound  judicial  principle,"  feel  con - 
sfcrainc^d  to  preserve  it,  on  account  of  precedent  in  their  respective 
Stjites^  and  the  "current  of  authority  elsewhere."  Broion  v, 
Swineford,  44  Wis.  282. 
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Perhaps  the  most  impressive  objection  to  allowing  damages  as  a 
punishment  in  cases  like  the  one  at  bar  is  that  which  relates  to 
dual  prosecution  for  a  single  tort.  Our  State  Constitution  declares 
that  no  one  shall  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  for  the  same  offense.  A 
second  criminal  prosecution  for  the  same  act  after  acquittal,  or 
conviction  and  punishment  therefor,  is  something  which  no  English 
or  American  lawyer  would  defend  for  a  moment.  But  here  is  an 
instance  where  practically  this  wrong  is  inflicted.  The  fine  awarded 
as  a  punishment  in  the  civir  action  does  not  prevent  indictment 
and  prosecution  in  a  criminal  court.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has 
been  held  that  evidence  of  punishment  in  a  criminal  suit  is  not  ad- 
missible even  in  mitigation  of  exemplary  damages  in  a  civil  action. 
Cook  V.  Ellis,  6  Hill,  466;  Edwards  v.  Leavitt,  46  Vt.  126. 

Courts  attempt  to  explain  away  the  apparent  conflict  with  the 
constitutional  inhibition  above  mentioned;  they  say  that  the  lan- 
guage there  used  refers  exclusively  to  criminal  procedure  and  can- 
not include  civil  actions.  Broton  v.  Swinefordy  supra.  But  this 
position  amounts  to  a  complete  surrender  of  the  evident  spirit  and 
ii^tent  of  that  instrument.  When  the  convention  framed,  and 
when  the  people  adopted  the  Constitution,  both  understood  the  pur- 
pose of  this  clause  to  be  the  prevention  of  double  prosecutions  for 
the  same  offense.  Yet  under  the  rule  allowing  exemplary  damages, 
not  only  may  two  prosecutions,  but  also  two  convictions  and 
punishments,  be  had.  What  difference  does  it  make  to  the  accused, 
so  far  as  this  question  is  concerned,  that  one  prosecution  takes  the 
form  of  a  civil  action,  in  which  he  is  called  defendant?  He  is 
practically  harassed  with  two  prosecutions  and  subjected  to'  two 
convictions;  while  no  hypothesis,  however  ingenious,  can  cloud  in 
his  mind  the  palpable  fact  that  for  the  same  tort  he  suffers  two 
punishments. 

An  effort  has  been  made  to  mitigate  the  undeniable  hardship  and 
injustice  by  declaring  that  juries  in  the  second  prosecution,  whether 
it  be  civil  or  criminal  in  form,  may  consider  the  punishment 
already  inflicted.  But  both  reason  and  authority  conclusively  show 
that  this  proposition  is  illusory;  that  the  application  of  such  a  rule 
is  impracticable;  and  that  the  attempt  to  apply  it,  while  producing 
confusion,  would  not  effectively  accomplish  the  purpose  intended. 

A  second  weighty  objection  to  the  rule  under  discussion  relates 
to  procedure.  It  is  doubtful  if  another  instance  can  be  found 
within  the  whole  range  of  English  or  American  jurisprudence. 
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where  the  distinctions  between  civil  and  criminal  procedure  are  so 
completely  ignored.  Plaintiff  sues  for  damages  arising  from  the 
injury  done  to  himself.  His  complaint  or  declaration  is  framed 
with  a  view  to  compensation  for  a  purely  private  wrong;  it  need 
not  be  under  oath,  and  does  not  inform  defendant  that  he  is  to  be 
tried  for  a  public  offense.  The  summons  makes  no  mention  of 
panishment;  it  simply  commands  defendaut  to  appear  and  answer 
in  damages  for  the  private  injury  inflicted  upon  plaintiff.  When 
the  cause  is  called  for  trial,  no  issue  upon  a  public  criminal  charge 
is  fairly  presented  by  the  pleadings. 

A  trial  and  conviction  ai'e  had,  and  punishment  by  fine  is  in- 
flicted, without  indictment  or  sworn  information. 

The  rules  of  evidence  peculiarly  applicable  in  criminal  prosecu- 
tions are  rejected. 

The  doctrine  of  reasonable  doubt  is  replaced  by  the  rule  control- 
ling in  civil  actions,  and  a  mere  preponderance  in  the  weight  of 
testimony  warrants  conviction;  defendant  is  compelled  to  testify 
against  himself,  and  such  forced  testimony  may  produce  the  ver- 
dict under  which  he  is  punished;  depositions  may  be  read  against 
him,  and  thus  the  right  of  meeting  adverse  witnesses  face  to  face 
be  denied. 

The  law  fixes  a  maximum  punishment  for  criminal  offenses,  and  in 
this  State  the  presiding  judge  determines  the  extent  thereof,  where 
a  discretion  is  given;  but  under  the  rule  we  are  considering,  the 
jury  are  entirely  free  from  control,  except  through  the  court's 
power  —  always  unwillingly  exercised  —  to  set  aside  the  verdict;  they 
may,  for  an  offense  which  is  punishable  under  criminal  statutes 
by  $100  fine  at  most,  award  as  a  punishment  many  times  that 
sum. 

And  finally,  when  the  defendant  has  been  punished  in  the  civil 
action,  he  is  denied  the  privilege  of  pleading  such  expiation  in  bar 
of  a  criminal  prosecution  for  the  same  offense.  He  can  hope  for 
no  executive  clemency  in  the  civil  suit;  and  if  imprisoned  upon  the 
second  conviction,  under  the  authorities,  habeas  corpus  does  not 
He  to  aid  him. 

The  incongruities  of  this  proceeding  are  not  confined  to  the 
criaiinal  branch  of  the  law.  Civil  actions  are  instituted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  redressing  private  wrongs;  it  is  the  aim  of  civil  jurispru- 
dence to  mete  out  as  nearly  exact  justice  as  possible,  between  con- 
tending litigants;  there  ought  to  be  no  disposition  to  take  from 
Vol.  XLIX— 47 
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the  defendant  or  giye  to  the  plaintiff  more  than  equity  and  justice 
require . 

Yet  under  this  rule  of  damages  these  principles  are  forgotten, 
and  judicial  machinery  is  used  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  giving 
plaintiff  that  to  which  he  has  no  shadow  of  right.  He  recovers 
full  compensation  for  the  injury  to  his  person  or  property;  for  all 
direct  and  proximate  losses  occasioned  by  the  tort;  for  the  physical 
l)ain,  if  any,  inflicted;  for  his  mental  agony,  lacerated  feelings, 
wounded  sensibilities;  and  then  in  addition  to  the  foregoing,  he  is 
allowed  damages,  which  are  awarded  as  a  punishment  of  defendant 
and  example  to  others.  Who  will  undertake  to  give  a  valid  reason 
why  plaintiff,  after  being  fully  paid  for  all  the  injury  inflicted  upon 
liis  })roperty,  body,  reputation  and  feelings,  should  still  be  com- 
pensated, above  and  beyond,  for  a  wrong  committed  against  the 
l)ublif  at  large?  The  idea  is  inconsistent  with  sound  legal  princi- 
jjIch,  and  should  never  have  found  a  lodgment  in  the  law. 

The  reflecting  lawyer  is  naturally  curious  to  account  for  thi^ 
•'heresy''  or  ** deformity,*'  as  it  has  been  termed.  Able  and 
searching  investigations,  made  by  both  jurist  and  writer,  disclose 
the  following  facts  concerning  it,  viz. :  That  it  was  entirely  un- 
known to  the  civil  law;  that  it  never  obtained  a  foothold  in  Scot- 
land; that  it  finds  no  real  sanction  in  the  writings  of  Blackstone, 
Hammond,  Comyns  or  Rutherforth;  that  it  was  not  recognized  in 
the  earlier  English  cases;  that  the  Supreme  Courts  of  New  Hamp- 
shire, Massachusetts,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Nebraska,  Michigan  and 
Georgia  have  rejected  it  in  whole  or  in  part;  that  of  late  other 
Suites  have  falteringly  retained  it  because  *'  committed  "  so  to  do; 
rliat  a  few  years  ago  it  was  correctly  said,  ''  At  last  accounts  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  still  sitting  hopelessly  involved  in  the 
meshes  of  what  Mr.  Justice  Qi  ain  declared  to  be  '  utterly  incon- 
sistent propositions.' "  And  that  the  nile  is  comparatively  modem, 
resulting,  in  all  probability,  from  a  misconception  of  im))a8sioned 
language  and  inaccurate  expressions  used  by  judges  in  some  of  the 
earlier  English  cases. 

See  Professor  Greenleaf's  response  to  Mr.  Sedgwick's  criticism  pf 
the  former's  views  on  this  subject,  2  Greenl.  Ev.  235  e/  seq,  ; 
also  the  opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Foster,  in 
Fay  V.  Parker,  53  N.  H.  342;  s.  c,  16  Am.  Rep.  270;  and  other 
authorities  cited  at  the  end  of  this  discussion. 

Mr.  Parsons,  while  with  evident  reluctance  sanctioning  the  rule. 
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makes  the  following  declaration:     '^  We  cannot  believe  that  it  was 

ever  a  principle  of  the  ancient  and  genuine  common  law  that  dam- 

^^ges  should  be  punishment,  or  tliat  the  civil  remedy  for  the  wrong 

done  should  be  punitive  to  the  wrong-doer  as  well  as  compensative 

to  the  sufferer."    3  Pars.  Cont.  (6th  ed.)  171. 

The  words  ''smart  money,"  and  also  the  following  adjectives, 
have  been  used  to  designate  this  class  of  damages;  speculative,  im- 
aginury,  presumptive,  exemplary,  vindictive  and  punitive  or  pu- 
nitory. The  literal  meaning  of  all  but  the  hist  three  is  easily  re- 
concilable  with  the  idea  of  compensation;  they  were  so  used  in  the 
first  place;  and  even  as  to  the  excepted  ones,  there  are  many  cases 
wherein  it  is  evident  tliey  were  employed  without  any  intentional 
reference  to  punishment.  These  words  all  came  into  use  through 
tlie  l>eiieficent  design  of  courts  to  distinguish  between  private 
wrongs  with,  and  those  without  an  evil  intent,  and  to  extend  the 
rig^it  of  recovei7,  in  the  former  case,  to  injuries  excluded  from 
oonnpvitation  in  the  latter. 

^r.  Justice  Foster  concludes  a  discussion  of  the  expression 
r^mart  money,  as  used  by  Grotius  and  jurists  contemporary  with 
t\mt  author,  in  the  following  language:  "  It  is  interesting,  as  well 
ii*  instnictive,  to  observe  that  one  hundred  and  twenty  years  ago 
the  term  smart  money  was  employed  in  a  manner  entirely  different 
ft*om  the  modern  signification  wliich  it  has  obtained,  being  then 
used  as  indicating  compensation  for  the  smarts  of  the  injured  per- 
son, and  not  as  now,  money  required  by  way  of  punishment,  and  to 
make  the  wrong-doer  smart."     Fay  v.  Parker y  supra. 

So  long  as  the  jury  ai'e  considering  the  material  pecuniary  in- 
jury, direct  or  approximate,   shown   by  the   evidence,    and   the 
jihysical  pain,  their  inquiry  relates  to  what  are  termed  actual  dam- 
ages; but  when  authorized  by  a  vicious  intent  of  the  wrong-doer, 
they  turn  to  the  realm  of  mental  anguish,  public  indignity,  wounded 
sensibility,  etc.,  the  damages  awarded  may  more  appropriately  be 
deHcribed  as  presumptive,  speculative,  or  imaginary.     The  injury 
iu  the  latter  case  is  no  less  actual  or  real  than  in  the  former,  but  it 
is  less  tangible;  compensation  therefor  is  more  a  matter  of  judg- 
ment, less  a  result  of  computation. 

A  misapprehension  seems  sometimes  to  exist  as  to  the  word  com- 
pensatory, when  used  in  this  connection.  Under  the  rule  limiting 
them  to  compensatory  damages,  juries  will,  with  proper  instruc- 
tions, recognize  abroad  distinction  between  a  tort  unaccompanied 
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by  malice^  or  circumstances  of  aggravation  or  disgrace^  and  one 
producing  equal  direct  pecuniary  damage  where  either  of  these 
conditions  exist.  In  the  former  case  they  consider  only  the  actual 
injury  to  the  person  or  property,  including  expenses,  loss  of  time, 
bodily  suffering,  etc.,  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  act;  in  the  latter, 
they  allow  such  additional  sum  as  in  their  judgment  is  warranted 
by  the  circumstances  of  contumely,  anguish  or  oppression;  but  in 
both  instances  the  damages  are  awarded  as  compensation;  the  ad- 
ditional sum  is  given  to  the  individual  as  a  recompense  for  the 
mental  suffering,  or  wounded  sensibilities,  etc.,  as  the  case  may  be. 
It  often  happens  that  this  constitutes  the  principal  element  of  the 
recovery.  • 

If  upon  a  crowded  thoroughfare  one  maliciously  assaults  me 
with  blows  and  epithets,  15  may  fully  compensate  the  injury  in- 
flicted to  my  person  and  clothing;  but  $500  may  be  utterly  inade- 
quate to  requite  the  sense  of  insult,  the  personal  indignity,  the 
public  disgrace  and  humiliation.  The  extra  $500  exacted  may 
operate  indirectly  as  a  punishment;  it  may  constitute  an  example 
to  others,  and  also  deter  my  assailant  himself  from  repetitions  of 
the  offense  in  future;  in  law,  however,  it  is  simply  compensation 
for  the  private  wrong;  a  kind  of  indemnity  which  probably  no 
court  has  ever  refused  to  allow,  when  warranted  by  the  circum- 
stances. 

But  under  the  doctrine  of  exemplary  damages,  as  announced  by 
the  instruction  given  in  this  case,  the  jury  are  not  required  to  stop 
with  the  $5  for  material  injury,  and  $500  for  lacerated  feelings. 
They  may  turn  to  the  domain  of  criminal  law,  and  consider  the 
public  wrong;  and  they  may  add  $1,000  more  as  a  punishment  to 
my  assailant.  The  arrangement  is  highly  satisfactory  to  me,  since 
I  have  the  pleasure  of  pocketing  the  additional  thousand  dollars  to 
which  I  am  not  entitled.  But  as  we  have  already  seen,  it  hardly 
comports  with  correct  legal  principles. 

The  case  at  bar  furnishes  a  good  illustration  of  the  doctrine  under 
discussion.  The  jury  are  told  that  if  they  find  certain  facta  to  ex- 
ist, they  may  award  damages  to  plaintiff  for, 

1st.  The  actual  pecuniary  loss  sustained. 

2d.  The  peril  occasioned  in  regard  to  personal  liberty* 

3d.  The  injury  to  his  person  and  liberty. 

4th.  The  injury  to  his  feelings  and  reputation. 

5th.  The  pnnishment  of  defendant. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1884.  373 


Murphy  v.  Hobbs. 


TV)e  first  four  items  comprise  all  the  injuries  for  which  plaintiff 
ovight  to  recover;  they  all  rest  upon  the  theory  of  compensation  for 
the  private  wrong,  and  are  therefore  in  perfect  harmony  with  the 
principles  and  procedure  in  civil  actions;  they  furnish  ample  ground 
for  discrimination  by  the  jury,  should  they  find  the  prosecution 
and  imprisonment  to  have  been  malicious.  Why  not  remit  the 
punishment  of  defendant  to  a  criminal  forum? 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  $2,780.     How  much  of  this  sum 
was  giyen  as  a  punishment?    Perhaps  $1,000,  perhaps  more;  yet 
under  our  Criminal  Code,  $500  would  have  been  the  maximum. 
W^hen  defendant  is  on  trial  in  the  criminal  court,  he  cannot  plead 
in  bar  payment  of  this  penalty;  he  must,  if  (jonvicted,  discharge 
the  additional  fine  assessed,  or  go  to  jail,  if  such  be  the  sentence. 
Whatever  may  be  the  technical  distinctions,  he  is  in  fact  twice 
j^rosecutel,  twice  convicted  and  twice  punished  for  the  same  of- 
fense; and  one  of  these  prosecutions,  convictions  and  punishments 
is  had  without  any  regard  for  the  leading  principles  obtaining  in 
criminal  procedure. 

Concerning  defendant's  liability  to  indictment  for  false  imprison- 
ment under  our  statute,  see  Slomer  v.  People,  25  111.  70. 

We  are  not  prepared  to  say  with  Mr.  Field,  that  the  controversy 
of  the  books  about  compensatory  and  exemplary  damages  ''  is  one 
v\Iiicli  relates  more  to  the  use  of  terms  than  to  practical  results/' 
Field  Dam.,  §  73;  nor  with  Judge  Cole  of  Iowa  —  for  whose 
legal  acumen  and  views  we  entertain  profound  respect  —  that  the 
difference  on  this  subject  between  Prof.  Greenleaf  and  Mr.  Sedg- 
wick may  be  only  a  *' controversy  as  to  the  terminology  of  the  law, 
rather  than  as  to  the  extent  of  the  right  of  recovery,  or  the  real 
measure  of  damages." 

These  remarks  must  be  based  upon  the  supposition  that  the  jury 
would  award  as  heavy  damages  under  the  liberal  rule  of  compensa- 
tion above  stated  as  they  would  with  the  added  element  of  punish- 
ment; a  conjecture  which  it  seems  to  us  is  hardly  defensible  from 
a  legal  standpoint.  We  deem  no  further  argument  necessary  to 
show  that  the  question  is  one  of  weighty  importance.  That  it 
affects  the  fundamental  distinctions  between  civil  and  criminal 
procedure;  that  it  bears  directly  upon  the  legal  rights,  and  in 
man  J  cases  also  upon  the  constitutional  rights,  of  the  citizen. 

In  some  of  the  States  courts  distinguish  between  cases  where 
the  tort  is  punishable  as  a  crime,  and  those  where  it  is  malicious 
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but  not  60  punished,  exemplary  damages  being  denied  in  the 
former,  but  allowed  in  the  latter.  See  Sutherland  Dam.  738,  and 
cases  cited. 

This  distinction  rests  upon  the  constitutional  and  humane  ob- 
jections to  dual  prosecutions  and  punishments  for  the  same  offense; 
but  grave  doubts  may  justly  exist  as  to  the  wisdom  of  preserv- 
ing it. 

Tlie  impropriety  of  judicially  recognizing  as  criminal  that  which 
is  not  so  by  statute  or  at  common  law;  the  •  incongruity  and  con- 
fusion arising  from  trial  and  punishment  under  the  rules  of  evi- 
dence, pleading  and  practice  controlling  in  civil  actions;  the  in- 
justice of  denying  defendant  the  benefit  of  principles  and  proced- 
ure maintained  in  criminal  prosecutions;  the  manifest  inequity  of 
awarding  plaintiff  something  to  which  he  is  not  entitled  —  these 
and  other  considerations  may  prove  so  powerful  as  ultimately  to 
undermine  everywhere  the  distinction  above-mentioned. 

It  may  in  the  end  be  considered  safer  and  better,  in  all  cases,  to 
keep  the  two  forums  separate  and  distinct;  to  let  the  public  protect 
itself  through  legislation  and  the  principles  of  the  common  law. 
It  is  not  unlikely  that  courts  will  in  the  course  of  time  generally 
condemn  the  practice  of  blending  the  interests  of  the  individual 
with  those  of  society,  and  using  a  purely  private  action  to  redress  a 
public  wrong. 

The  most  difficult  cases  in  which  to  exclude  the  rule  of  damages 
as  a  punishment  are  those  where  its  application  rests  upon  gross 
negligence,  and  where  no  criminal  prosecution  can  be  sustained; 
there  is  often  a  feeling  that  complete  justice  cannot  be  done  with- 
out punitive  satisfaction.  But  those  courts  which  adhere  to  the 
doctrine  of  exemplary  damages  in  general  ai*e  by  no  means  unani- 
mous in  applying  it  to  this  class  of  cases;  and  when  so  applied, 
the  most  guarded  language  is  used,  and  the  most  careful  limita- 
tions are  imposed;  it  is  said  that  the  negligence  must  be  *' flagrant 
and  culpable;"  so  much  so  that  malice  may  **  well  be  inferred  or 
imputed  to  defendant."     Field  Dam.,  §  84,  and  cases  cited. 

Why  may  not  even  this  class  of  cases  be  safely  limited  to  the 
rule  of  compensation?  Is  not  this  doctrine,  as  above  explained 
suifieient  to  meet  all  the  reasonable  demands  of  justice  ? 

But  it  is  sufficient  for  us  to  say  that,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  ob- 
jections to  double  prosecutions  and  punishments  for  the  same 
offense  are  decisive.  .         . 
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As  already  suggested,  the  distinction  •above  considered  is  not 
merely  verbal.  It  makes  but  little  difference  what  adjectiye  or  ex- 
pression is  used  to  designate  the  damages  beyond  those  termed 
Hctual  which  may  be  awarded  by  the  jury  for  injury  to  the  feel- 
ings when  the  wrong  is  accompanied  by  malice,  provided  the 
instructions  clearly  indicate  the  proper  limitation.  But  it  is  be- 
lieved safer  not  to  employ  the  words  exemplary,  vindictive,  puni- 
tory, or  either  of  them,  as  there  is  danger  of  misapprehension 
growing  out  of  their  literal  meaning,  notwithstanding  thp  accom- 
panying explanations  of  the  court. 

It  has  been  with  no  little  reluctance  that  we  have  arrived  at  the 
foregoing  conclusion  as  to  the  doctrine  of  punitive  or  exemplary 
(Iftnaages.     The  persuasive  reasons  and  strong  array  of  authorities 
in  8Up^>ort  of  the  rule,   the  corresponding  convictions  of  a  large 
part  of  the  bench  and  bar  of  the  State,  and  the  confusion  that  may 
^.^ist  for  a  time,  have  impelled  us  to  the  most  careful  and  conseiT- 
•atWii  deliberation.     But  we  feel  that  the  doctrine  of  compensation 
^  explained  is  more  in  consonance  with  the  reason,  the  logic,  the 
gicience  of  the  law  ;  that   it   is  more   in  harmony  with  the  dic- 
tates of  equity  and  justice,  and  that  the  tendency  of   the  courts 
ftnd  writers  is  favorable  to  its  exclusive  adoption,  more  correctly 
speaking,  re-adoption.     We  deem  it  wiser  to  accept  and  declare  the 
rule  now  than  to  resist  for  a  time  and  ultimately  be  compelled  to 
do  so,  when  the  confusion  produced  would  be  tenfold  greater  than 
at  present  is  possible. 

Upon  the  subjects  embraced  by  the  foregoing  discussion,  see  the 
following  authorities  supporting  or  opposing  the  views  adopted 
in  this  opinion.  2  Greenl.  Ev.  (13th  ed.),  text,  notes  and  cases,  p. 
235  ef  seq,;  1  Sutherland  Dam.,  text,  notes  and  cases,  p.  716  et  seq,; 
Field  Dam.,  text  notes  and  cases,  p.  64  et  seq. ;  Sedg.  Dam.  (6th 
ed.),  text,  notes  and  cases,  p.  552  el  seq.;  3  Pars,  Cont.,  text,  notes 
and  cases,  p.  *  169  et  seq.;  Fay  v.  Parker,  53  N.  H.  342;  s.  c,  16 
Am.  Rep.  270. 

Several  cases  decided  by  this  court  refer  directly  or  indirectly  to 
the  subject  of  exemplary  damages,  viz, :  Kinney  v.  Williams,  1 
CoL  191;  Nachtrieb  v.  Stoner,  id.  423;  K.  P.  R'y  Co.  v.  Miller,  2 
id.  442:  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Eyser,  id.  141;  K.  P.  R'y  Co.  v. 
lundin,  AdmW,  3  id.  94;   Wall  v.  Cameron,  6  id.  275. 

In  nt)ne  of  these  cases  does  there  appear  to  have  been  a  serums 
ro!ir<-st  upon  this  subject  by  counsel.       It  is  not  considend  jit  any 
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length  or  fairly  adjudicated  in  either  of  the  opinions,  though  they 
contain  remarks  which  seem  to  recognize  the  doctrine.  In  five  of 
the  cases  the  judgments  below  were  reversed  —  four  by  this  court 
and  one  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States;  and  with  a 
single  exception  the  principal  ground  of  reversal  was  eiTor  in  sub- 
mitting at  all  to  the  jury  this  branch  of  the  measure  of  damages. 
Therefore  for  this  reason  in  four  of  those  cases  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  determine  the  question,  since  if  the  rule  were  held  to  exist, 
it  had  no  application.  In  one  of  the  remaining  two,  the  reference 
to  this  class  of  damages  was  a  casual  remark  by  the  judge  who 
wi'ote  the  opinion,  not  necessarily  required  by  any  thing  in  the 
record.  While  in  the  sixth,  the  instruction  considered,  simply  told 
the  jury  that  if  malice  existed,  they  were  "  not  restricted  to  the 
mere  corporeal  injury  of  the  party,"  which  is  in  perfect  keeping 
with  the  rule  of  compensation  above  announced. 

But  if  it  can  be  truthfully  claimed  that  the  views  herein  ex- 
pressed are  not  in  harmony  with  those  cases  or  either  of  them,  we 
feel  constrained  to  hold,  that  to  the  extent  of  such  conflict,  those 
opinions  should  be  modified. 

[Omitting  other  matters.  ] 

Reversed. 
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Edwards  v.  Commonwealth. 

(78Va. ».) 
Pardon  —  eff^  <m  to  second  offeiue. 

When  mn  additional  puDishment  is  prescribed  for  a  second  offenae,  pudon  of 
the  first  offense  takes  away  the  right  to  inflict  it. 

/CONVICTION  of  felony.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

George  Bryan,  for  prisoners. 

F,  S.    Blair y  attorney-general,  for  Commonwealth. 

Lbwis,  p.  The  statute  provides  that  when  a  person  is  convicted 
of  an  oflfense  and  sentenced  to  confinement  therefor  in  the  peniten- 
tiary, and  it  appears  in  the  manner  prescribed  that  he  has  before 
been  sentenced  in  the  United  States  to  a  like  punishment,  a  term 
of  five  years'  confinement  shall  be  added  to  the  term  for  which  he 
is  or  would  be  otherwise  sentenced.  Code  1873,  ch.  195,  §  25  ; 
Acts  of  Assembly  1877-78,  p.  315,  §  25. 

At  the  March  term,  1883,of  the  Corporation  Court  of  the  town  of 
Danvilks  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  convicted  of  a  felony,  and 
Vol-.  XLIX  —  48 
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sentenced  to  imprisonment  therefor  in  the  penitentiary.  On  the 
6th  day  of  July  following,  under  the  projrisions  of  chapter  208  of 
the  Code  (now  Acts  of  Assembly  1877-78,  p.  371)  he  was  arraigned 
in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  city  of  Richmond,  upon  an  information 
filed  by  the  attorney  for  the  Commonwealth,  alleging  that  he  had 
been  convicted  of  a  felony  in  the  said  Corporation  Court  on  the  9th 
day  of  March,  1881,  and  sentenced  therefor  to  imprisonment  in  the 
pe^i^qtiiijy.  ^  "tlUJ  infdrmdtion  was  filed  upon  iAfovrni^tiort  given 
to  the  said  Circuit  Court  by  the  superintendent  of  tlie  penitentiary, 
in  whose  custody  the  accused  then  was  in  pursuance  of  the  sentence 
pronounced  by  the  said  Corporation  Court  at  its  March  term,  1883. 
Tlie  accused,  upon  his  arraignment,  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  proceed- 
ings a  full  pardon  of  the  governor  for  the  first  offense,  which  wa*s 
granted  on  the  25th  day  of  April,  1882.  The  attorney  for  the 
Commonwealth  demurred  to  the  plea,  and  the  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained, and  the  accused  afterward  sentenced  to  undergo  a  further 
confinement  in  the  penitentiary  for  the  term  of  five  years,  com- 
mencing from  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  confinement  he  was 
then  undergoing.  .>; 

The  single  question  now  to  be  determined  relates  to  the  operation 
and  effect  of  the  pardon  relied  on. 

A  pardon  is  defined  to  be  a  remission  of  guilt.  Its  effect,  under 
the  English  law,  is  thus  stated  by  Hawkins  in  his  Pleas  of  the 
Crown  :  "  The  pardon  of  a  treason  or  felony,  even  after  a  convic- 
tion or  attainder,  does  so  far  clear  the  party  from  the  infamy  of  all 
other  consequences  of  his  crime  that  he  may  not  only  have  an 
action  for  a  scandal  in  calling  him  traitor  or  felon  after  the  time 
of  the  paVdon,  but  may  also  be  a  good  witness  notwithstanding  the 
attainder  or  conviction  ;  because  the  pardon  makes  him,  as  it  were, 
a  new  man." 

In  the  early  case  of  Cuddington  v.  Wilkins,  Hob.  81,  the  plaint- 
iff brought  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  denouncing  him  as 
a  tliiof.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty 
of  stealing  six  sheep.  The  plaintiff  replied  that  after  the  felony, 
and  before  the  })ubli cation  of  the  objectionable  words,  he  had  been 
jKirdoiied  by  a  general  j)ardon.  Upon  demurrer  the  replication  was 
held  good.  The  whole  court  were  of  opinion  that  though  the  plaint- 
iff were  a  tliief  once,  yet  the  effect  of  the  king's  pardon  was  not 
only  to  relieve  him  of  the  punishment  imposed,  but  to  clear  him 
of  the  crime  and  infauiv. 
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Blackstone  says  the  effect  of  a  pardon  by  the  king  is  to  make  the 
offender  a  new  man,  to  acquit  him  of  all  corporal  penalties  and 
forfeitures  annexed  to  the  offense  for  wliich  the  pardon  is  granted, 
and  to  give  him  a  new  credit  and  capacity. 

The  same  principles  apply  to  a  pardon  of  the  president  of  the 
United  States.  United  States  v.  Wilaon,  7  Pet.  150.  In  ex  parte 
Garland,  4  Wall.  333,  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  petitioner, 
having  received  a  full  pardon  for  all  offenses  by  him  committed 
arising  from  participation  in  the  rebellion,  was  relieved  from  all 
penalties  and  disabilities  attached  to  the  commission  of  his  offense, 
and  was  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  punishment  so  far  as  that 
offense  was  concerned;  that  it  was  not  within  the  constitutional 
powerof  Congress  to  inflict  punjshment  beyond  the  reach  of  execu- 
tive clemency,  and  accordingly  that  he  could  not  be  excluded,  by 
reason  of  the  offense  for  which  he  had  been*  pardoned,  from  con- 
tinuing in  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  previously  acquired  to  appear 
as  counsellor  and  attorney  in  that  court. 

In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Mr.  Justice  Field  said  : 
••  A  pardon  reaches  both  the  punishment  prescribed  for  the  offense 
aiid  the  guilt  of  the  offender,  and  when  the  pardon  is  full,  it  relieves 
the  punishment  and  blots  out  of  existence  the  guilt,  so  that  in  the 
eye  of  the  law  the  offender  is  as  innocent  as  if  he  had  never  com- 
mitted the  offense.  If  granted  before  conviction,  it  prevents  any 
of  the  penalties  and  disabilities  consequent  upon  conviction  from 
attaching ;  if  granted  after  conviction,  it  removes  the  penalties  and 
disabilities,  and  restores  him  to  all  his  civil  rights  —  it  makes  him, 
aa  it  were,  a  new  man,  and  gives  him  a  new  credit  and  capacity. 
There  is  only  this  limitation  to  its  operation  :  it  does  not  restore 
offices  forfeited,  or  property  or  interest  vested  in  others  in  con- 
sequence of  the  conviction  and  judgment.''  And  the  same  learned 
judge,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  later  case  of 
Carlisle  \.  United  States,  16  Wall.  147,  said  :  "There  has  been 
?ome  difference  of  opinion  among  the  members  of  the  court  as  to 
cases  covered  by  the  pardon  of  the  president,  but  there  has  been 
none  as  to  the  effect  and  operation  of  a  pardon  in  cases  where  it 
applies.  All  have  agreed  that  the  pardon  not  merely  releases  the 
offender  from  punishment  prescribed  for  the  offense,  but  that  it 
obliterates  in  legal  contemplation  the  offense  itself."  In  Osborn  v. 
United  States,  91  TJ.  S.  474,  the   court  say  :    **  It   is   of   the   ver\' 
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essence  of  a  pardon  that  it  releases  the  offender  from  the  conse- 
quences of  his  offense."  And  to  the  same  effect  are  all  the  authori- 
ties. 

By  the  Constitution  of  Virginia,  the  governor  is  empowered  to 
grant  reprieves  and  pardons  after  conviction  except  when  the  pro- 
secution has  been  carried  on  by  the  house  of  delegates^  and  to 
remit  fines  and  penalties  in  such  cases  and  under  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law.  He  is  also  empowered  to 
remove  political  disabilities  consequent  upon  conviction  for 
offenses,  and  to  commute  capital  punishment.  Const.,  art.  IV,  §  5- 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  certain  restrictions  are  here  imposed  upon 
the  exercise  of  the  pardon mg  power  which  are  not  found  in  the 
laws  of  England  or  of  the  United  States.  But  subject  to  these 
restrictions,  the  effect^  of  the  governor's  pardon  must  be  determined 
by  the  same  rules  which  apply  to  a  pardon  by  the  British  crown  or 
by  the  president  of  the  United  States. 

By  the  pardon  in  question  therefore  the  plaintiff  in  error  wa« 
not  only  relieved  of  tlie  punishment  annexed  to  the  offense  for 
which  he  had  been  convicted,  but  of  all  penalties  and  consequences^ 
except  political  disabilities,  growing  out  of  his  conviction  and 
sentence.  One  of  those  consequences  was  the  liability  to  which  it 
subjected  him  to  receive  the  additional  punishment  prescribed  by 
the  statute,  in  case  he  should  be  afterward  sentenced  to  the  peni- 
tentiary in  this  State.  And  that  additional  punishment  has  been 
imposed  in  this  case,  not  by  reason  of  the  sentence  for  the  second 
offense  alone,  but  in  consequence  of  that  sentence  and  the  sentence 
in  the  former  case.  Both  causes  must  exist  together  to  produce 
the  effect  contemplated  by  the  statute  ;  in  the  absence  of  either,  no 
case  is  made  for  the  imposition  of  the  additional  punishment  the 
statute  ])re8cribe8.  But  as  the  first  offense  was  in  legal  contem- 
l)lation  blotted  out,  and  its  consequences  removed  by  the  pardon 
of  the  governor,  it  must  be  regarded,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case, 
as  though  it  had  never  been  committed.  It  follows  therefore 
tlijit  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sustaining  the  demurrer 
to  the  ]>risonor's  plea,  is  erroneous  and  must  be  reversed. 

A  like  order  will  be  entered  in  the  case  of  Anderson  v.  Oommon- 

wealthy  \\\  which  the  same  question  is  involved,  and  was  heard  with 

this. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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BiKOH  V.  LlUTON. 

(78  Va.  584.) 

hkfancff — wwriure  —  (Usaffirmanee  of  deed, 

A  female  infant  conveyed  her  land,  and  afterward  married  in  infancy.  On 
marriage  she  left  the  State.  She  came  of  age  in  1858.  In  1876  she  and  her 
hnshand  brought  ejectment  for  the  land.  Meantime  she  had  been  absent 
and  silent,  and  the  grantee  had  made  improvements.     Held^  maintainable.* 


E 


J  ECTMENT.     The  opinion  states  the  facts.    The  plaintiff  had 
judgment  below. 


H.  O,  Claughton,  Charles  E.  Stewart  and  L.  Marbury,  for  plaint- 
iff  in  error. 

B.  Burke,  for  defendants  in  error. 

HnrroN,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the 
defendants  in  error,  Phillip  H.  Linton  and  Martha  A.  Linton,  his 
wife,  against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  John  T.  Birch,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  county  of  Alexandria,  to  recover  sixteen  acres  of  land 
lying  in  said  county,  and  for  the  mesne  profits  accruing  during  the 
five  years  next  preceding  the  action. 

During  the  progress  of  the  trial  the  defendant  requested  the  court 
to  give  four  instructions;  but  it  refused  to  do  so,  and  in  lieu  thereof 
gave  one  of  its  own;  and  this  action  of  the  court  constitutes*the  first 
ground  of  exception. 

The  refusal  of  the  court  to  set  aside  the  verdict  which  the 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs  constitutes  the  second  ground  of 
exception. 

The  evidence  was  not  conflicting,  and  the  court  has  certified  it 
as  being  the  facts  proved.  It  shows  that  on  the  9th  of  June,  1855, 
Robert  Birch  and  Mary,  his  wife,  conveyed  to  his  niece,  Martha  A. 
Birch,  the  lot  of  land  in  question,  and  that  on  the  8th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1857,  the  said  Martha  A.  Birch,  who  was  then  an  infant, 
conveyed  the  same  land  to  a  trustee  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of 
her  stepmother,  Jane  C.  Birch,  with  power  to  dispose  of  it  in  any 
manner  she  might  think  proper.  This  last  mentioned  deed  was 
recorded  on  the  9th  of  Se]>tomber,  1857,  and  on  the  next  day  this 
♦  See  Ooodnow  v.  Empire  Lumber  Co.  (31  Minn.  408).  47  Am.  Rep.  798. 
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infant,  Martha  A.  Birch,  married  her  present  husband  and 
co-plaintiff,  Phillip  H.  Linton,  and  went  with  him  to  the  State  of 
Maryland,  where  they  have  resided  ever  since. 

On  the  11th  day  of  April,  1866,  Jane  C.  Birch,  her  trustee  and 
her  husband  uniting,  conveyed  the  said  property  to  the  defendant. 
On  the  22d  of  April,  1858,  the  infant,  Martha  A.  Linton,  became 
of  age,  and  on  the  6th  of  September,  1875,  the  present  action  wjik 
commenced  by  herself  and  husband. 

That  the  conveyance  of  land  by,  an  infant  is  voidable,  and  that 
he  may,  after  attaining  his  majority,  aflBrm  or  disaffirm  it,  is  now 
well  settled.  But  what  amounts  to  an  affirmance  or  a  disaffirm- 
ance by  an  infant  of  his  deed  seems  still  to  be  a  subject  of  dispute, 
as  to  which  there  is  a  considerable  conflict  of  authority.  The  pre- 
vailing opinion  however  seems  to  be  not  only  that  acts  which  would 
be  insufficient  to  avoid  a  deed  may  amount  to  an  affirmance  of  it, 
but  that  mere  silence,  for  any  length  of  time  less  than  the  statu- 
tory period,  which  would  bar  an  action  of  ejectment,  when  unac- 
companied by  some  act  of  a  confirmatory  nature,  will  not  suffice  for 
that  purpose.  Upon  this  point  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  a  late  case,  says:  '*  The  preponderance  of  authority  is, 
that  in  deeds  executed  by  infants  mere  silence  or  inertness^  continued 
for  a  period  less  than  that  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
unless  accompanied  by  affirmative  acts,  manifesting  an  intention  to 
assent  to  the  conveyance,  will  not  bar  the  infant's  right  to  avoid  the 
deed."  Sims  v.  Everhardt,  102  U.  S.  310.  And  to  the  same 
effect  is' the  statement  of  Mr.  Tyler,  an  author  of  acknowledged 
merit,  who  says:  *'That  by  the  authorities  in  this  country  it 
would  seem  ordinarily  that  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  by  an  infant 
may  be  disaffirmed  at  any  time,  so  long  as  an  action  of  ejectment  is 
not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations."  Tyler  Inf.  and  Cov.  70: 
Irvin  V.  Irviriy  9  Wall.  627;  Drakc'a  Lessees  v.  Ramsey,  6  Ohio,  254; 
Jackson  v.  Carpenter,  11  Johns.  539;  Wallace  v.  Latham,  52  Miss. 
293;  Wilson  v.  Branch,  77  Va.  65.  Accepting  this  as  the  true 
exposition  of  the  law  on  this  subject,  we  come  now  to  consider  both 
the  instruction  which  was  given  and  those  which  were  refused  by 
the  court. 

[Omitting  other  points.] 

By  the  third  instruction  the  court  was  asked  to  charge  the  jury 
that  if  the  plaintiff,  after  Martha  A.  Linton  became  ot  age,  permit- 
ted the  defendant  to  expend  large  sums  of  money  m  the  improve- 
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®^^  of  the  land,  without  notifying  him  of  their  claim,  they  cannot 

^  the  fourth  instruction  the  court  was  asked  to  instruct  the 

h  "^j  ^**  ^^  *'^®y  l>elieved  that  Martha  A.  Linton  had  not  disavowed 

id  ^^*  but  allowed  the  grantees  therein  and  the  defendants  to 

^^^essionof  the  land  and  to  expend  money  and  labor  thereoiu 

^"  v^^Xxianent  improvements,   they  should   find   for  the  defcnd- 

*tVlv    T^e  first  of  these   two  instructions,  in  effect,  a$rms  the 

proposition  that  mere  silence  on  the  part  of  tlie  infant,  for  a  period 

short  of  the  statutory  limit,  within  which  an  action  of  ejectment 

may  be  brought,  will  bar  the  right  of  the  infant  to  recover.     Such 

however  as  we  have  before  seen, is  not  the  law;  and  this  instruction 

therefore  was  properly  refused.     As  to  the  fourth  instruction,-  we 

have  only  to  say,  that  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  State  for  the  infant 

X)  do  more  than  bring  his  suit  within  the  proper  time;  that  is  all 

the  disavowal  of  his  deed  that  is  required  by  the  law  here.    See 

Bedingery.  Wharton,  27  Gratt.  870;  Mustard  v.  WohlforcTff  Heirs, 

15  id.  329. 

Upon  the  merits  we  think   that  there  is  no  reason  for  the  com- 
plaint of  the  defendant  that  the  infant  stood  by  and  saw  improve- 
ments being  put  upon  this  property  without  giving  any  evidence  of 
disavowal.     On  the  contrary,  the  facts  clearly  establish  that  the 
infant,  within  two  days  after  her  conveyance  was  made,  left  the 
neighborhood  and  went  to  another  State  to  reside,  and  has  never 
been  in  that  vicinity  but  once  since,  and  then  only  for  a  brief  per- 
iod.    And  as  to  the  alleged  improvements,  it  is  equally  clear  that 
they  were  only  such  as  were  incident  to  the  cultivation  of  the  land, 
the  profits  of  which  the  defendant  has  enjoyed.     Upon  the  whole, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  is  right,  and 
jDust  be  affirmed* 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Will —  knowledge  of  contents — interBtUd  drc^ftgman. 

The  testator's  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the  will  may  be  shown  bj  circum- 
stances. 

A  will  is  not  invalidated  by  the  facts  that  it  was  drawn  by  a  confidential  friend 
of  the  testator  and  that  his  wife  was  a  beneficiary. 

ACTION  to  annul  a  will.     The  opinion  states  the  case.      The 
will  was  sustained  below. 

Joseph  Christian  and  John  Lyon,  for  appellants. 

Jones,  Keen  £  Nelson,  for  appellees. 

Fauntleroy,  J.  On  the  2d  of  April,  1881,  Mrs.  Louisa  G. 
Allan,  of  Richmond,  executed  and  acknowledged  her  last  will  and 
testament  —  a  paper  drawn  by  Mr.  George  W.  Mayo,  who  was 
named  as  one  of  the  executors,  and  whose  wife  was  a  large  benefi- 
ciary. The  testatrix  died  on  the  24th  of  the  same  month.  The 
will  was  admitted  to  probate  by  the  Chancery  Court  for  the  city  of 
Richmond  April  27th,  1881,  when  George  W.  Mayo  qualified  as 
executor. 

On  September  the  5th,  1882,  Miss  Genevieve  Allen  (who  since 
the  institution  of  the  suit  has  intermarried  with  D.  P.  Montague) 
exhibited  her  bill  in  the  said  Chancery  Court,  in  which,  after  recit- 
ing the  probate  of  the  paper  aforesaid,  and  stating  that  she  is  one 
of  the  three  heirs-at-law  and  distributees  of  Louisa  G.  Allan, 
deceased,  she  alleged  that  Mrs.  Allan,  when  she  signed  and 
sicknowledged  the  will  or  testamentary  writing  aforesaid,  was  insane; 
that  she  was  not  of  sound  mind;  that  she  was  mentally  incompe- 
tent to  make  a  lawful  will,  and  that  the  paper  in  question  was  pro- 
cured by  George  W.  Mayo,  who  was  the  confidential  agent  and 
adviser  of  the  testatrix,  by  the  selfish  exercise  of  undue  influence 
over  her  mind,  enfeebled  by  injuries,  disease  and  age. 

Mayo,  his  wife,  and  some  other  defendants  answered  the  bill; 
the  cause  was  matured;  and  the  chancellor  directed  the  trial  of  an 
issue,  devisavit  vel  non,  at  the  bar  of  the  court.  At  the  close  of 
the  evidence,  of  which  a  great  deal,  both  oral  and  written,  was 
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introduced  before  the  jury,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  issue  (the  appellees 
liere>  requested  the  court  to  give  certain  instructions,  which  the 
court  did  give,  without  objection  or  exception  from  the  defendants 
iu  the  issue  (the  appellants).  Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  the  jury 
failed  to  agree  upon  a  verdict;  but  upon  a  second  trial,  at  a  subse- 
quent term  of  the  said  court,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  sustaining 
the  said  paper  of  April  2, 1881,  in  all  its  parts  and  provisions,  as 
the  true  last  will  and  testament  of  Louisa  G.  Allan,  deceased. 
Upon  the  recordation  of  this  verdict  the  defendants  in  the  issue 
moved  the  court  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and  to  grant  a 
new  trial  on  the  said  issue;  and  the  court  took  time  to  consider 
thereof. 

On  the  24th  of  February,  1883,  the  court  overruled  the  said  motion 
to  set  aside  the  said  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  to  grant  a  new  trial  on 
the  issue  directed  in  the  cause;  and  pronounced  its  decree  in  con- 
formity with  the  said  verdict  of  the  jury,  that  the  will  of  the  testa- 
trix, Louisa  G.  Allan,  admitted  to  probate  in  the  said  court  on  the 
27th  day  of  April,  1881,  is  the  true  last  will  and  testament  of  Louisa 
G.  Allan,  deceased;  and  the  court  dismissed  the  bill  of  the  com- 
plainants with  costs. 

From  this  decree  the  appeal  is  taken,  and  this  court  is  now  to 
decide  whether  there  is  error  in  the  proceedings  of  the  court  below 
as  diselosed  by  the  transcript  of  the  record  in  the  cause. 
[Ouiittmg  minor  matters.] 

But  the  appellants  contend  that  the  decedent,  "at  the  time  of 
executing  the  said  paper,"  did  not  know  the  contents  of  the  said 
pftP^^»  and  did  not  understand  the  disposition  thereby  made  of  her 
property;  that  she  was  subjected  to  the  undue  influence  of  George 
W-  Mayo,  who  drew  the  will,  who  was  present  and  procured  its 
execution  against  her  free  will  and  purpose;  that  the  jury  in  find- 
ing ^or  the  will  disregarded  the  instructions  of  the  court,  and  found 
a  verdict  plainly  contrary  to  law,  as  expounded,  and  the  facts  as 
certified  by  the  court. 

v  ue  court  which  gave  the  instructions  to  the  jury  approved  the 

verdict  found,  and  refused  to  set  it  aside,  as  being  neither  contrary 

to  the  law  nor  the  evidence  which  had  gone  to  the  jury.    Judge 

CflRiSTiAK,  speaking  for  this  court  in  Blosser  v.  Harshbargei',  21 

Gnitt  216  (citing  Kniyh  v.  Shanks,  5  Leigh,  598).  says  :  **  In  the 

Appellate  Court  there  is  superadded  to  the  weight,   which  must 

alW8  be  given  to  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  fairly  rendered,  that  of  the 
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opinion  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  which  is  ^always  en- 
titled to  peculiar  respect  upon  the  question  of  a  new  trial.  The 
whole  case  was  one  peculiarly  proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury, 
who  are  the  proper  judges  of  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  and  the 
verdict  having  been  fairly  rendered,  and  approved  by  the  judge  be- 
fore whom  the  case  was  tried,  it  would  be  a  violation  of  well-sett  ie<l 
principles  of  law  so  often  adjudicated  by  the  courts,  as  well  as  an 
unwarranted  abuse  of  the  appellate  powers  of  the  court,  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  and  judgment,  because  the  judges  of  this  court  might 
not  concur  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  upon  the  facts  as  they  art* 
certified  here."  Judge  Scott^  in  Grayson^s  case,  G  Grafct  i7l:^,  said 
where  *'  some  evidence  has  been  given  which  tends  to  prove  the 
fact  in  issue,  or  the  evidence  consists  of  circumstances  or  presump- 
tions, a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted,  merely  because  thd  court,  if 
upon  the  jury,  would  have  given  a  different  verdict." 
,  In  PatUson  v.  Ford,  2  Gratt.  24,  Judge  Baldwin  said,;  *'  Much 
respect  is  duo  to  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  whose  province  is  to  Weigh 
conflicting  evidence,  to  scan  the  ci'edit  of  witnesses,  to  estimate  the 
force  of  circumstances,  jwobabilities  and  presumi)tions,  and  to  can- 
vass intentions  and  motives.  This  is  so  evident,  that  the  courts 
habitually  defer  to  the  conclusions  of  juries  upon  matters  of  fact, 
tliough  opposed  to  their  own;  and  hence  the  rule  not  to  disturb  a 
verdict,  unless  in  case  of  plain  deviation  from  the  evidence." 

It  is  contended  by  t lie  appellants  that  beside  the  fact .  that  the 
will  was  written  by  George  W.  Mayo,  he  produced  it  on  the  occa- 
sion of  its  execution,  and  Mrs.  Allan  signed  and  acknowledged  it 
without  reading  or  having  it  read  to  her. 

It  is  true  that  the  will  was  not  read  by  or  to  Mrs.  Allan  when 
she  signed  it;  but  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  she  bad  not  read 
it  and  was  not  fully  aware  of  its  contents  and  provisions.  The  jury 
must  be  satisfied  that  the  testatrix  knew  the  contents  of  the  will  at 
the  time  of  signing  and  executing  it,  and  they  were  in  thi^  case  so 
explicitly  instructed  by  the  court;  but  the  authorities  are  full  and 
conclusive  that  they  may  be  so  satisfied,  and  that  such  knowledge 
may  be  proved  by  circumstantial  evidence,  and  that  direct  evidence 
is  not  indispensably  necessary.  In  the  case  of  Barry  \,  ButUiiy  1 
Curtis,  6  Eng.  Eec.  417,  Park,  B.,  said:  *'Nor  can  it  be  necessary 
that  in  all  such  cases,  even  if  the  testator's  capacity  is  doubtful, 
the  precise  species  of  evidence  of  the  deceased's  knowledge  of  the 
will  ^s  to  be  in  the  shape  of  InstraotionB  for  or  reading  oyer  tb^ 
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ingtrument.  They  forto  no  doabt  the  most  satisfactory;  but  they 
are  not  the  only  satisfactory  description  of  proof  by  which  the  cog- 
nizance of  the  contents  of  the  will  may  be  brought  home  to  the 
deceased.." 

In   OtHspell  v.  Dubois,  4  Barb.  393,  Harris,  J.,  after  stating  thai 

it  would,  have  been  more  satisfactory  to  have  had  evidence  that  the 

t^tatrix  gave  instruction  for  drawing  the  will,  or  that  it  was  read 

by  or  to   her,  says:  "  But  although  such  evidence  would  imquos- 

tionably  have  been  the  most  satisfactory,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 

that  it  -was  indispensable.  I  have  been  able  to  find  no  ease  in  which 

this   x>*M^iciilar   description  of  proof  has^  been  required.     On  the 

contrary,  I  understand  the  doctrine  to  be  well  settled  that  while  it 

10  necessary  in  such  cases  to  prove  that  the  will  is  thp  *  spontane- 

oas  intention'  of  the  testator,  such  proof  may  be  made  out;  in  any 

mode  in  which  his  real  intentions  can  be  ascertained. " 

In    Raworth  v.   Marriotty  2  Eng.    Ch;   544,  Sir  Jo^N  Leach. 
^.  ^.,  held  that  the  jury  who  tried  the  validity  of  the  will   must 
y^  satisfied  that  the  testator  knew  of  its  contents,  but  their  consid- 
eration need  not  be  confined  to  direct  evidence,  and  they  may  find 
for  the  will  on  circumstantial  evidence  only. 

I^  Donney  v.  Murphey,  1  Dev.  &  Batt,  91-2,  Rupfin,  G.  J.. 
says:  **  There  are  other  circumstances  equally  satisfactory — such  as 
the  conformity  of  the  will  to  previous  or  subsequent  declarations, 
or  to  such  dispositions  as  the  party  would  be  prompted  by  natural 
affection  to  make." 

The  appellants  insist  that  Mayp's  confidential  relations  to  the 
testatrix,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  he  wrote  tiie  will,  and  that  his 
wife  is  the  principal  beneficiary^  raise  a  conclusive  i)resumption 
against  the  validity  of  the  paper.  Such  circumstances  certainly 
engender  suspicion  and  arouse  the  vigilance  of  the  court  and  jury, 
and  if  unexplained  or  repelled  they  would  annul  the  transaction, 
i^reis  a  well-recognized  distinction  between  the  rule  affecting 
testamentary  gifts  and  gifts  inter  vivos  ;  and  it  is  now  well  settled 
by  an  unbroken  current  of  authority  —  both  English  and  American 
that  a  will  is  not  invalidated  by  the  mere  fact  that  it  was  written 
^y  the  attorney,  agent,  physician,  priest  or  other  confidential 
ad  riser  of  the  testator,  who  is  himself  a  beneficiary.  Daniel  v. 
^"»  52  Ala,  430  ;  Orispell  v.  Dubois,  supra ;  Barry  v.  Buthn, 
supra. 

In  the  light  of  these' authorities  the  facts  appeanng  m  this  rec 
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ord  afford  satisfactory  evidence  that  Mrs.  Allan,  the  testatrix,  knew 
the  contents  of  the  will  when  she  executed  it. 

They  show  a  testatrix  of  sound  mind  and  strong  will;  they  dis- 
close testamentary  dispositions  in  accord  with  her  affections  and 
with  her  repeated  declarations;  they  prove  that  she  marked  her 
pictures  preparatory,  as  she  said,  to  disposing  of  them,  and  that 
her  will  refers  to  and  disposes  of  them  by  means  of  marks;  that 
she  acknowledged  the  paper  to  be  her  will  after  its  execution, 
and  that  it  remained  in  her  possession  from  the  time  of  its  exe- 
cution to  the  day  and  event  of  her  death.  It  is  but  just  to 
Oeorge  W.  Mayo  to  add,  that  although  the  will  was  written  by 
him,  and  his  wife  is  the  chief  beneficiary  under  it,  yet  that  wife 
was  the  child  of  the  beloved  and  favorite  sister  of  Mrs.  Allan, 
lived  in  her  home  with  her,  and  was  unto  her  as  a  daughter ; 
and  that  in  fact  she  takes  no  greater  benefit  under  the  will  es- 
tablished than  she  did  under  the  olograph  will  of  1876. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  paper  executed  by  Mrs.  Allan  for  her 
will  April  2,  1881,  and  duly  probated  as  such  April  27,  1881,  in  the 
Chancery  Court  of  Richmond  city,  is  the  true  and  last  will  of  the 
testatrix  aforesaid;  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  right;  that 
there  is  no  error  in  the  decree  appealed  from,  and  that  the  same 
must  be  affirmed. 

Decree  affirmed. 


Dun  v.  Seaboard  and  Roanokb  Bailroad  Compant. 

(78  Va.  64ft.) 

Negligence  —  eo/Uributory  —  arm  out  of  eoflr  wituUnD. 

To  ride  with  the  arm  outside  the  window  of  a  raUwaj  car  is  fatal  oontribatory 
negligence,  unless  it  appears  that  the  defendant  knew  the  danger  and  omit- 
ted to  warn  the  passenger  * 

ACTION  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  facts.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

Borland  £  Brooke,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Holladay  &  Oayle,  for  defendant  m  error. 


♦See  Bummer*  v.  Cre$cerU  CUy  R.  Co.  (34  U.  Ann.  189),  44  Am.  Rep.  419. 
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Lacy,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  a  passenger  on  the  cars  of 
the  defendant  company  on  the  14th  Augnst,  1880,  and  haying  his 
arm  outside  of  the  window  of  the  car  while  the  train  was  rapidly 
moving  along  the  track,  was  struck  upon  his  arm  outside  of  the 
window  hy  some  cord  wood  ranked  near  the  track  of  the  road,  and 
was  seriously  hurt.  In  March,  1881,  suit  was  instituted  hy  the 
said  plaintiff  in  error  against  the  said  railroad  company,  claiming 
$5,000  in  damages  for  alleged  carelessness  and  negligence  in  the 
said  railroad  company,  iu  causing  the  said  injury  to  he  inflicted 
upon  him,  and  set  forth  in  his  said  declaration  that  his  arm,  when 
the  injury  was  sustained,  was  resting  outside  of  the  window  of  the 
car  a  short  distance  —  to-wit :  about  two  inches  —  and  alleging  that 
the  said  cord  wood  had  been  negligently  allowed  to  be  stacked  too 
close  to  the  road. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  company  demurred,  and  the 
demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  court,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  in 
error  applied  for  and  obtained  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court. 

The  assignments  of  error  are,  first,  that  the  order  of  the  25th  of 
October,  1881,  was  erroneous,  because  it  withdrew  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury  the  question  of  negligence  as  a  fact,  and 
decided  it  as  a  matter  of  law  ;  and  second,  because  the  plaintiff's 
conduct,  as  admitted  in  the  declaration,  did  not  constitute  such 
contributory  negligence  as  to  bar  recovery  ;  that  what  constitutes 
negligence  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  ;  that  the  court  could 
not  pronounce  that  any  given  facts  proved  constituted  negligence 
or  want  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  without 
encroaching  on  the  rights  of  the  jury,  whose  exclusive  province  it 
was  to  weigh  the  evidence  and  determine  whether  it  was  sufficient 
for  that  purpose  ;  "  that  this  case  was  one  especially  proper  to  be 
submitted  to  a  jury,  for  while  there  are  extreme  cases  which  hold 
the  question  of  negligence  to  be  at  times  a  question  of  law  for  the 
courts,  even  they  limit  the  doctrine  to  those  cases  where  the  stand- 
ard of  duty  is  fixed  and  certain,  not  variable,  where  the  party  has 
failed  in  the  performance  of  some  clear  legal  duty,  where  the  neces- 
sary and  inevitable  inference  from  the  undisputed  facts  is  one  of 
negligence."  That  in  this  case  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  was  to 
exercise  ordinary  care,  such  care  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  man 
would,  under  the  same  circumstances,  exercise  ;  and  that  ordinary 
care  being  the  measure  of  duty,  the  question  of  negligence  must  of 
necessity  be  referred  to  the  jury.     That  the  plaintiff's  conduct  in 
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riding  with  his  ann  outside  of  the  car  window,  as  admitted  in  the 
declaration,  does  not  constitute  such  contributory  negligence  as  to 
bat"  recovery  ;  that  the  plaintiff's  conduct,  to  bar  recovery,  must 
not  only  have  been  such  as  constitutes  negligence,  but  negligence 
so  coritributing  to  the  accident  that  it  would  not  have  been  avoided 
by  the  exercise  of  due  care  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant at  the  time  of  the  occuri'ence. 

The  defendant  in  error,  on  the  other  hand, insists  that  the  plaint- 
iff  in  error  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  which  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury  sustained  by  him,  and  tliat  a  person 
who  is  injured  by  the  mere  negligence  of  another  cannot  recover 
at  law  or  in  equity  any  compensation  for  his  injury  if  he  by  his  own 
or  his  agent's  negligence,  or  willful  wrong,  proximately  contributed 
to  produce  the  injury  of  whicli  he  complains,  so  that  but  for  his 
concurring  and  co-operating  fault  tlie  injury  would  not  have  ha|>- 
pened  to  him,  except  when  the  mere  approximate  cause  of  the 
injury  is  the  omission  of  the  other  party,  after  becoming  aware  of 
the  danger  to  which  the  other  party  is  exposed,  to  use  a  proper 
degree  of  care  to  avoid  injuring  him. 

The  declaration  in  this  case  having  set  forth  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  had  his  arm  outside  of  the  car  window  when  it  was  struck 
in  passing  the  wood  rank,  the  defendant,  by  his  demurrer,  admit- 
ted all  the  facts  charged  in  tlie  declaration  to  he  true,  not  only  as 
to  the  alleged  fact  that  the  plaintiff's  arm  wtis  out  of  the  window, 
but  also  that  the  cord  wood  was  negligently  piled  too  near  the  pass- 
ing trains  to  permit  of  a  passenger's  arm  being  placed  outside  of 
the  car  window  even  so  far,  and  thus  raised  before  the  court  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiff  could  recover  in  an  action  against  a 
defendant  for  alleged  negligence,  if  the  plaintiff  had  on  his  part 
been  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  which  was  the  immediate 
and  proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 

It  the  case  the  plaintiff  has  made  in  the  declaration  in  this  case 
is  one  for  wiiicl\,  under  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  the  questions 
involved,  there  could  be  no  recovery,  then  the  demurrer  was  prop- 
erly sustained  ;  while  on  the  other  hand,  if  under  the  said  rules  of 
law  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  some  recovery,  the  demurrer  should 
liMve  been  overruled  and  the  case  submitted  to  the  JU17  upon  tho 
tacts,  with  proper  instructions  from  the  court  upon  the  law  of  the 
case. 

The  sole  question  for  this  court  to  decide  in  this  case  is.  wlietlu*r 


Digitized  by 


Google 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1884  391 

.Bun  V.  Seaboard  and  Eoanoke  Railroad  Company. 

a  person  who  is  iujured  by  the  negligence  of  another,  not  willful  or 
intentional,  can  recover  in  an  action  therefor  when  he  by  his  own 
negligence  proximately  contributed  to  the  injury,  so  that  but  for 
liis  co-operating  fault  the  injury  would  not  have  happened,  except 
when  the  direct  cause  of  the  injury  is  the  omission  of  the  other 
party,  after  becoming  aware  of  the  injured  party's  negligence,  to 
us^e  a  proper  degree  of  care  to  avoid  the  consequences  of  such 
wegligence. 

[Omitting  minor  considerations.] 

In  the  case  we  are  considering,  the  facts  are  stated  by  the  plaint- 
iff in    his  declaration  upon  which  he  claims  a  recovery.      These 
-fiwts  on  the  other  hand,  are  admitted  by  the  defendant;  and  the 
question  is  submitted  to  the  judge  of  the  court  below,  as  a  question 
of  ]a\r,  whether,  upon  the  facts  there  stated,  whicli  are  all  agreed, 
iindaoneof  which  were  controverted,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
•^nyreoovery?     It  is  nowhere  alleged  in  the  declaration  that  the 
contri  btitory  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  was  known  to  the  defend- 
ant, ai^d  that  the  defendant,  seeing  the  djinger  in  which  he  had 
placed    himself,  did  not  exercise  the  required  diligence  on  his  part 
U)  pre  Trent  the  injury,  by  warning  the  plaintiff  of  the  threatened 
danger-^    The  court,  as  we  have  said,  held  that  the  negligence  of 
the  l>laintiff  was  the   immediate  cause  of   the  injury  which  he 
sufferod,  and  that  without  such  negligence  on  his  part  the  injury 
to  him  would  not  have  happened. 

The  question  thus  raised  as  to  the  negligence  of  a  passenger  in  a 
railwuy  carriage,  thus  committed  by  riding  with  a  part  of  his  body 
outside  of  the  carriage,  has  often  been  the  subject  of  judicial  inves- 
tigation in  the  courts  of  other  States. 

In  the  case  of  Laing  v.  Caldei\  8  Penn.  St.  479,  the  arm  of  a 

passenger  was  broken  whilst  he  was  travelling  on  a  railroad  car. 

The  accident  occurred  Avhile  the  car  was  passing  over  a  bridge 

which  was  so  narrow  that  the  plaintiff's  hand,  lying  outside  of  the 

carriage  window,  was  caught  by  the  bridge  and  the  arm  was  broken. 

In  this  case  the  court  held  that  the  merely  suffering  the  hand  to 

remain  outside  the  window  was  not  necessarily  negligence  which 

would  bar  a  recovery.     But  in  a  subsequent  case,  in  the  same  court, 

oiK\i^  Pittsburg  R.  v.  McCleery,  5G  Penn.  St.  294,  where  an  injury 

had  beeji  sustained  by  a  passenger  from  a  similar  cause,  it  was  held 

that  the  thoughtless  or  imprudent  protrusion  of  the  elbow  from  the 

windowof  the  car,  was  negligence  in  se,  which  would  exempt  the 
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company  from  all  liability,  although  the  hurt  was  produced  by  the 
passenger's  arm  coming  in  contact  with  a  car  standing  on  a  switch 
on  defendant's  road.  A  passenger  (said  Thompson,  C.  J.)  is  to  be 
presumed  to  know  the  use  of  a  seat,  and  the  use  of  a  window;  that 
the  former  is  to  sit  in  and  the  latter  is  to  admit  light  and  air. 
Each  has  its  separate  use.  The  seat  he  may  occupy  in  any  way 
most  comfortable  to  himself.  The  window  he  has  a  right  to  enjoy, 
but  not  to  occupy.  Its  use  is  for  the  benefit  of  all,  not  for  the 
conifort  alone  of  him  who  has  by  accident  got  nearest  to  it.  If 
therefore  he  sit  with  his  elbow  in  it,  he  does  so  without  authority; 
and  if  he  allow  it  to  protrude  out,  and  is  injured,  is  this  due  care 
on  his  part?  He  was  not  put  there  by  the  carrier  nor  invited  to  go 
there,  nor  misled  as  to  the  fact  that  it  is  not  a  part  of  his  seat,  nor 
that  its  purposes  were  not  exclusively  to  admit  light  and  air  for  the 
benefit  of  all.  His  position  is  therefore  without  authority.  His 
negligence  consists  m  putting  his  limbs  where  they  ought  not  be, 
and  where  they  are  liable  to  be  broken  without  his  ability  to  know 
whether  there  is  danger  or  not  approaching.  In  a  case  therefore 
where  the  injury  stands  confessed,  or  is  proved  to  have  resulted 
from  the  position  voluntarily  or  thoughtlessly  taken  in  a  window, 
by  contact  with  outside  obstacles  or  forces,  it  cannot  be  otherwise 
characterized  than  as  negligence,  and  so  to  be  pronounced  by  the 
court. 

And  in  the  case  of  Todd  v.  Railroad,  3  Allen,  18;  7  id.  207, 
where  an  action  was  against  a  railroad  company  to  recover  damages 
for  a  personal  injury  to  the  elbow  of  a  passenger  extended  through 
an  open  window,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  liability  upon  the 
company.  In  that  case  the  court  said:  **  Looking  at  the  mode  in 
which  railroads  are  constructed,  with  posts  and  barriers,  which  are 
placed  very  near  to  the  track  on  which  the  cars  are  to  pass,  the 
mpid  rate  at  which  trains  move,  the  manner  in  which  the  cars  an* 
made,  with  seats  to  accommodate  passengers  so  as  to  avoid  any  expo- 
sure of  the  body  or  limbs  to  outward  objects  in  passing,  we  can  sei* 
no  ground  on  which  it  can  be  contended  that  a  person  travelling  on 
a  railroad  is  exercising  reasonable  care  in  placing  his  arm  in  such  si 
position  that  it  protrudes  from  a  window,  and  may  come  in  contact, 
with  external  obstructions."  It  was  therefore  held,  that  if  a  pas- 
senger's elbow  extended  through  the  open  window  beyond  the  place 
whore  the  s:isli  would  have  been  if  the  window  had  been  shut,  it 
was  the  dutv  of  tlie  court  to  rule  that  it  was  such  carelessnees  as  to 
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prevent  a  recovery  of  damages  by  him.  And  the  rule  thus  laid  down 
has  been  followed  in  many  subsequent  cases.  LomsvilU  R.  v. 
StickingSj  5  Bush,  1;  Indianapolis  R.  v.  Rutherford,  29  Ind.  82; 
Pithhurgh  R.  v.  McCleery,  supra;  Pittsburgh  R.  v.  Andrews^  39 
Md.  329;  s.  c,  17  Am.  Rep.  568;  HolbrooJc  v.  Railroad,  12  N.  Y. 
236. 

According  to  these  decisions,  the  protrusion  of  the  limbs  of  the 
passengers,  even  to  the  minutest  distance  out  of  the  windows  of  the 
car,  will  be  regarded  as  necessarily  and  under  all  circumstances 
such  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  passenger  as  will 
deprive  him  of  all  right  to  claim  compensation  from  the  carrier  for 
injuries  which  may  be  occasioned  thereby,  however  incautious  the 
latter  may  have  been  in  guarding  against  such  accidents. 

A  different  rule  has  been  laid  down  in  other  cases  in  other  States 
of  the  Union,  and  in  some  of  them  the  courts  have  gone  so  far  as 
to  hold  that  the  carrier  is  responsible  for  such  injuries  received 
under  such  circumstances,  unless  the  windows  of  the  cars  are  so 
barricaded  with  bars  as  to  render  it  impossible  for  the  passenger  to 
put  any  of  his  limbs  outside  of  the  window.  Neiv  Jersey  Railroad 
V.  Kennard,  21  Penn.  St.  203;  SpeTicer  v.  Railroad,  17  Wis.  487; 
Chicago  R.  v.  Pondroin,  51  111.  333;  s.  c.  2  Am.  Rep.  306. 

But  we  are  constrained  to  withhold  our  sanction  from  these  cases. 
It  seems  to  be  the  better  rule,  both  upon  authority  and  upon  reason, 
that  the  passenger,  being  endojved  with  intelligence  which  enables 
him  to  foresee  and  to  avoid  danger,  the  exercise  of  at  least  ordinary 
prudence  is  required  on  his  part  to  escape  it;  and  if  by  his  failure 
to  exercise  these  faculties  for  his  own  preservation,  a  misfortune 
befall  him,  though  the  carrier  may  have  been  in  fault,  it  will  be 
attributed  to  his  own  carelessness  and  inattention,  and  the  respon- 
sibility will  not  be  thrown  on  the  carrier.     The  carrier  is  held  to 
the  utmost  care  and  circumspection  which  can  be  exercised  under 
all  the  circumstances,  so  far  as  human  care  and  foresight  can  go. 
It  ought   not  to  be  held  necessary,  and  can  be  so  held  upon  no 
sound  principle,  that  the  carrier  should  barricade  and  bar  the  win- 
dows, to  the  partial  exclusion  of  light  and  air,  and  to  the  discom- 
fort, and,  in  case  of  collision  or  other  accident  of  like  kind,  at  a 
aacrifice  of  the  safety  of  all.     It  many  times  happens,  when  trains 
have  collided  and  the  cars  telescoped,  the  doors  are  jammed  up  so 
as  to  be  useless;  fire  is  often  the  immediate  result,  and  the  open 
windows  on  such  cars  furnish  the  only  means  of  escape  from  a  hor- 
V01-.  LXIX^50 
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rible  death.  To  bar  the  windows  would  increase  the  danger  as  well 
as  the  discomfort  of  railroad  travel.  And  the  same  reason  which 
commend  the  bars  on  the  windows  would  as  well  require  the  doors 
to  be  locked  and  barred;  and  then  all  these  precautions  would 
prove  unavailing  where  the  passengers  sought  to  avoid  the  restraints 
thus  imposed.  We  do  not  think  such  restraints  and  precautions 
ought  to  be  held  necessary  in  order  to  prevent  intelligent  and  .ra- 
tional beings  from  thrusting  their  heads  or  their  limbs  through  the 
windows  of  swiftly  moving  trains. 

It  is  better,  we  think,  to  adhere  to  the  rule  already  established  in 
this  court  cited  above,  that  "  one  who  if  injured  by  the  mere  negli- 
gence of  another  cannot  recover  any  compensation  for  his  injury  if 
he,  by  his  own  ordinary  negligence  or  willful  wrong,  contributed  to 
produce  the  injury  of  which  he  complains;  so  that  but  for  his  con- 
curring and  co-operating  fault  the  injury  would  not  have  happened 
to  him,  except  whei*e  the  direct  cause  of  the  injury  is  the  omission 
of  the  other  party,  after  becoming  aware  of  the  injured  party's  neg- 
ligence, to  use  a  proper  degree  of  care  to  avoid  the  consequences  of 
such  negligence."  Tuff  v.  Wannan,  5  Q.  B.  (N.  S.)  573;  R.  Co. 
V.  Anderson,  31  Gratt.  812;  8.  c,  31  Am.  Rep.  750. 

And  we  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error  in  the 
judgment  of  the  corporation  court  of  the  city  of  Portsmouth  appealed 
from,  and  the  same  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

J%idgment  affirmed. 


Clakk's  Administbator  V.  Richmond    and    Danville  Rail- 
road Company. 

(78  Vr.  709.) 

Negligenee  —  contrttmtory  —  riding  on  top  of  car  —  low  bridge. 

A  railway  brakeman  was  killed  by  collision  with  a  low  bridge  while  standing: 
on  top  of  a  freight  car  in  the  night.  He  had  been  warned  of  the  bridges, 
and  had  several  times  passed  this  bridge  bv  daylight.  HM,  that  there 
could  be  no  recovery.* 


A 


CTION  for  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate  by  negligence.     The 
opinion  states  tlie  case.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

*  H^H^  PittHbnrgh  and  ConnelUvilU.  R.  Co.   v.   Sentmeyer  (92  Penn.   St.  276)»  37 
Am.  ]{ep.  6«4;    WelUx.  B.  G.  etc,  R.  Co.,  56  Iowa,  520. 
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Floumoy  £  Martin,  Carringio7i  <t  Fiizhugh,  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

H.  H.  Marshall,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Lacy,  J.  The  deceased,  James  H.  Clark,  was  a  brakeman  upon 
a  freight  train  of  the  defendant  company.  He  lost  his  life  on  the 
2l8t  of  February,  1880,  while  in  discharge  of  his  duties  as 
brakeman,  and  his  administrator,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  brought 
this  suit  to  recover  of  defendant  in  error  damages,  on  the  ground 
that  his  death  was  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in 
error. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  evidence,  and  the  court  com- 
pelled the  plaintiff  to  join  therein.  The  jury  assessed  the  damages 
of  the  plaintiff,  if  judgment  should  be  for  him,  at  $7,500.  U'he 
court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ant thereon.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  applied  for  a  writ  of  error 
and  supersedeas  to  this  court,  which  was  awarded  May  18,  1882. 

The  plaintiff's  intestate's  duty  as  a  brakeman  on  a  freight  train 
required  him  to  be  on  the  top  of  the  moving  train.  In  his  service 
upon  the  said  freight  train,  while  running  from  Greensboro  to  Rich- 
mond, he  was  struck  by  a  highway  bridge  which  spans  a  cut  on  the 
said  railroad  line,  in  the  suburbs  of  the  city  of  Danville,  and  killed 
by  the  collision.  In  coming  to  Danville  the  train  runs  down  grade, 
which  begins  about  a  mile  before  reaching  the  said  highway  bridge. 
It  was  impossible  for  a  man  of  ordinary  stature  to  stand  erect  on 
the  freight  cars  and  pass  with  safety  under  said  bridge,  and  such 
is  the  case  with  most  of  the  overhead  structures  on  the  line  of  this 
road. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  defendant  company  was  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  constructing  its  overhead  bridges  so  low  as  to  require  a 
brakeman  who  is  doing  duty  to  stoop  in  order  to  pass  under  the 
same  with  safety;  and  that  it  was  negligence  in  the  said  company 
not  to  have  any  ascertained  and  established  system  of  bridge  signals 
to  give  notice  of  the  approach  to  these  bridges,  and  not  to  have  any 
guards  across  the  track  to  wani  its  employees  of  the  approaching 
danger;  and  that  in"  this  case  there  was  no  sufficient  warning  given 
this  brakeman,  who  was  a  new  hand,  and  under  twenty-one  years 
of  age,  of  the  approach  to  this  particular  bridge,  which  was  passed 
in  the  night-time. 
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The  evidence  shows  that  the  said  employee  was  of  the  usual  size 
lind  stature  of  full-grown  men,  being  six  feet  high,  and  weighing 
180  pounds,  and  having  the  appearance  of  a  full-grown  man;  and 
the  fact  that  he  was  under  age  was  unknown  to  the  company,  or 
any  of  its  agents;  that  the  said  employee  had  been  employed  by  the 
said  company  some  two  years  before  without  objection  on  the  part 
of  his  father,  who  suffered  his  son  to  collect  his  own  pay  from  the 
company,  and  pay  it  to  him;  that  for  some  time  before  he  sought 
and  obtained  employment  as  brakeman  he  had  been  employed  in 
the  company's  yard  in  Manchester,  shifting  cars,  making  up  trains 
and  the  like.  The  evidence  shows  that  at  the  time  when  his  ser- 
vice was  engaged  by  tlie  company's  agent,  the  said  employee  was 
warned  to  look  out  for  the  overhead  bridges,  and  his  fellow  brake- 
men  were  instructed  to  show  him  the  bridges,  and  to  warn  him  of 
the  dangers  attending  the  same.  The  said  employee  had  been  un- 
der this  highway  bridge  three  times,  and  in  the  day-time,  and  was 
killed  in  going  under  the  same  in  the  night-time,  but  that  it  was 
not  a  dark,  but  a  moonlight  night;  that  on  leaving  the  station  west 
of  Danville  his  fellow  brakeman  had  said  to  him,  **  Now  we  are  going 
down  to  Danville,  look  out  for  the  bridge; "  and  the  bridge  in 
question  was  the  only  bridge  in  going  from  there  down  to  Danville. 
When  nearing  the  bridge,  his  fellow  brakeman  seeing  he  was  stand- 
ing, endeavored  to  warn  him  of  the  danger,  and  shouted  to  him  to 
stoop,  but  he  remained  standing  as  if  not  hearing  or  noticing,  and 
was  struck  and  killed  by  the  bridge. 

[Question  of  practice  omitted.] 

When  we  consider  this  evidence  in  the  light  of  the  authorities 
cited,  and  the  established  principles  which  govern  in  the  case  of  a 
demurrer  to  evidence,  we  must  determine  firat  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  guilty  of  such  negligence  as  was  the  immediate  cause  of 
injury  received  by  deceased,  and  whether  there  was  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased;  whether  the  damage  was 
occasioned  entirely  by  the  negligence  or  improper  conduct  of  the 
defendant,  or  whether  the  plaintiff  himself  so  far  contributed  to  the 
misfortune  by  his  own  negligence,  or  want  of  ordinary  or  common 
care  and  caution,  that  but  for  such  negligence  or  want  of  ordinary 
care  or  caution  on  his  part,  the  misfortune  would  not  have  hap- 
pened. 

In  the  first  case  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover.  In 
the  Iditer,  not;  jis  but  for  his  own  fault  the  misfortune  would  not 
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have  happened.    Mere  negligence  or  want  of  ordinary  care  or  cau- 
tion would  not  however  disentitle  him  to  recover  unless  it  were 
such  that  but  for  that  negligence  or  want  of  ordinary  care  and  cau- 
tion the  misfortune  could  not  have  happened,  nor  if  the  defendant 
might  by  exercise  of  care  on  his  part  have  avoided  the  consequence 
ol  the   neglect  or   carelessness  of  the  plaintiff.     The  negligence 
charged  against  the  defendant  company  is,  as  we  have  seen,  that 
the  overhead  bridges  are  constructed  so  low  as  not  to  allow  a  person 
to  stand  erect  upon  the  top  of  freight  cars  passing  thereunder;  and 
in  the  second  place  not  suflBciently  warning  the  decetised  of  the 
threatened  danger. 

In  the  case  of  Devitt  v.  Pacific  Railroad^  50  Mo.  302,  questions 
similar  to  these  raised  by  this  record  were  considered  and  decided 
by  the  court  The  plaintiff's  son  was  a  minor,  and  was  killed  rid- 
ing on  the  top  of  a  freight  car  passing  under  a  bridge.  The  acci- 
dent occurred  in  the  day-time,  and  the  deceased  had  been  in  the 
employ  of  the  company  about  three  weeks,  had  frequently  passed 
under  the  bridge,  and  had  been  repeatedly  warned  to  look  out  for 
this  and  other  bridges;  and  when  last  seen  he  was  sitting  upon  the 
brake  facing  the  bridge.  The  court  in  that  case  held  that  "  it 
would  be  difficult  to  imagine  a  clearer  case  of  contribiitory  negli- 
gence, and  if  one  guilty  of  it  could  I'ecover,  or  his  friends  for  him, 
if  the  experiment  proved  fatal,  we  must  necessarily  ignore  the  legal 
consequences  of  such  negligence.  *  ♦  *  An  employee  or  ser- 
vant cannot  recover  for  injuries  received  from  the  negligence  of 
other  servants  when  the  principal  is  not  at  fault.  But  if  the  prin- 
cipal has  been  guilty  of  fault  or  negligence  either  in  providing 
saitable  machinery,  or  in  the  employment  or  selection  of  suitable 
agents  or  servants,  and  injury  arise  in  consequence,  he  must  re- 
spond in  damages.  This  liability  is  however  modified,  when  the 
servant  himself,  well  knowing  the  default  of  his  principal,  as  in 
providing  defective  or  unsuitable  machinery,  voluntarily  enters 
upon  the  employment.  *  *  *  By  so  doing  he  assumes  the  risk, 
and  hence  cannot  charge  it  to  his  employer.  If  persons  are  induced 
to  engage,  in  ignorance  of  such  neglect,  and  are  injured  in  conse- 
quence, they  should  be  entitled  to  compensation;  but  if  advised  of 
it,  they  assume  the  risk.  They  contract  with  reference  to  things 
as  they  are  known  to  be,  and  no  contract  is  violated,  and  no  wrong 
is  done  if  they  suffer  from  a  neglect  whose  risk  they  assumed." 
Citing  Wright  v.  iV^.  Y.  a  R.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  566;  Brazzell  v.  La- 
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conia  M.  Co.,  48  Me.  113;  Tliayery,  St.  L.  and  T.  H.  R.,  22  Ind. 
26;  Hayden  v.  SmithviUe  M,  Co,y  29 Conn. 648;  Mud  River  and  L. 
E.  R,  V.  Barber,  5  Ohio,  541. 

In  the  case  of  Owen  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Company,  1 
Lans.  108,  a  brakeman,  in  the  employ  of  a  railroad  company,  while 
discharging  duties  in  the  line  of  his  employment,  upon  the  roof  of 
a  freight  car,  was  carried  against  a  highway  bridge  and  sustained 
injuries,  for  which  he  brought  an  action  against  his  employer. 
The  bridge  was  some  three  and  a  half  feet  higher  than  the  top  of 
the  highest  freight  car  in  use  by  the  company.  The  brakeman  had 
entered  into  the  employment  of  the  company  with  knowledge  of 
the  position  and  height  of  the  bridge,  and  he  had  had  oppor- 
tunity of  informing  himself  as  to  its  continuance  in  the  same  po- 
sition. It  was  held  that  '*  the  plaintiflP  should  have  been  non-suited, 
the  danger  from  the  bridge  being  clearly  incident  to  the  labor  he 
undertook  to  perform.  In  view  of  the  brakeman's  knowledge  as  to 
the  bridge,  his  omission  to  avoid  the  accident  by  stooping  was  such 
want  of  ordinary  care  and  caution  as  would  have  defeated  his 
action  if  otherwise  maintainable.  Having  assumed  the  risk 
of  injury  to  his  person  from  the  bridge,  evidence  oflPered  by 
him  upon  the  trial  tending  to  show  its  dangerous  character  was 
properly  excluded.  The  danger  was  open  and  obvious,  and  within 
the  plaintiff's  personal  knowledge  at  the  time  he  entered  the  de- 
fendant's employment.  It  was  a  danger  clearly  incident  to  the  ser- 
vice which  he  undertook  to  perform.  He  knew  as  well  as  his  em- 
ployer the  perils  of  the  business,  at  least  as  respects  the  bridge  in 
question,  and  the  law  will  imply  that  he  assumed  the  risk  of  per- 
sonal injury,"  citing  Sherman  v.  Rochester  and  Syracuse  R.  Co.,  17 
N.  Y,  153  ;  Faulkner  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  49  Barb.  324  ;  39  N.  Y. 
468. 

**  This  is  a  well-settled  rule;  but  if  the  rule  were  otherwise,  upon 
tlie  evidence  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  I'ecover 
upon  another  ground.  The  injury  was  caused  by  his  own  negli- 
gence. It  is  admitted  tliat  he  knew  that  this  was  a  low  bridge, 
and  he  must  have  known  that  he  could  not  pass  under  it  while  on 
the  top  of  the  cars,  unless  ho  stooped,  without  injury.  He  might 
have  avoided  all  injury  by  the  exercise  of  the  most  ordinary  care 
and  caution.  The  exception  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  court,  ex- 
cluding the  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff,  that  other  persons  had 
hoen  killed  at  the  same  crossing,  must  be  overruled.     That  evi- 
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deuce  was  wholly  immaterial  if  the  plaintiff  took  upon  himself  the 
risk  of  injury  to  his  person  from  that  structure,  as  he  undoubtedly 

In  the  case  of  BaUimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Co,  v.  Strieker,   51 
Md.  47;  s.  c,  34  Am.  Rep.  294,  the  court  said  upon  this  question: 
**TKi8  suit  was  brought  by  the  appellee  to  recover  for  injuries  re- 
ceived, by  being  carried  against  a  bridge  spanning  the  appellant's 
^"^  ^vhile  he  wais  on  the  top  of  a  'house  car'  in  the  discharge  of 
^^8  duty  as  a  conductor  of  a  freight  train.    *    ♦    *     To  entitle 
^be  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  suit,  it  was  nece-ssary  to  prove  that 
^he  company  liad  been  guilty  of  negligence  which  directly  caused 
the  injury;  that  is  to  say,  that  in  the  relation  which  existed  be- 
tween the  appellee  juid  the  company,  the  latter  had  failed  or.  neg- 
lected to  perform  some  duty  toward  the  appellee  which  was  de- 
volved upon  it  by  law;  and  secondly,  it  must  appear  that  the  ap- 
pellee was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  on  his  part,  or  any  want  of 
^^**sonable  prudence  and  caution  to  avoid  the  accident.     1st,  As  t<> 
p  alleged  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company.     In  what  did 
tnia  Consist?    It  was  said  it  was  negligent  in  constnicting  the  bridge 
^   low  that  a  conductor  or  brakeman  could  not  pass  under  it  in 
.   ^^y  on  the  top  of  a  house  car  where  his  duty  required  him  some- 
'   *^^a    to  be.     But  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  this  position, 
^he  contrary,  all  the  proof  shows  that  the  employees  of  the 
.  ^ -^i^*4ny,  and  the  appellee  among  them,  every  day  passed  under  the 
^^^  in  safety  by  observing  the  simple  and  easy  precaution  of 
^^jo\)ing  or  sitting  down  while  passing  under  the  bridge. 

*'No  negligence  can  be  imputed  to  the  company  because  the 
struts  of  the  bridge  were  not  high  enough  to  allow  a  person  to  pass 
under  them  standing  upright  on  top  of  the  cars.  Baylor  v.  Del. 
attd  W,  R,  Co.y  11  Vroom,  23;  s.  c,  29  Am.  Rep.  208.  It  was  not 
required  of  the  appellee  to  stand  upon  his  feet  while  passing  the 
bridge. 

*' Nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  the  implied  contract  be- 
tween the  employer  and  the  employee  is  that  the  latter  takes  upon 
himself  all  the  natural  risks  and  perils  incident  to  the  service.'' 
MwarCs  Ciise,  44  Md.  292. 

'*  When  a  servant  enters  upon  an  employment,  he  accepts  the 
service  subject  to  the  risks  incidental  to  it.  An  employee  who  con- 
tnk't:^  for  the  performance  of  hazardous  duties,  assumes  such  risks 
as  an*  incident  to  their  discharge  from  causes  open  and  obvious,  the 
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dangerous  character  of  which  causes  he  had  opportunity  to  ascer- 
tain. 

''If  a  man  chooses  to  accept  employment,  or  continue  in  it,  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  danger,  he  must  abide  the  consequences  so 
far  as  any  claim  against  the  employer  is  concerned."  Woodky  v. 
M.D.  Co.,  2  Ex.  Div.  389;  21  Moak  Eng.  507. 

What  then  was  the  legal  duty  of  this  company?  It  was  the  duty 
of  the  company  to  exercise  all  reasonable  care,  to  provide  and  main- 
tain safe,  sound  and  suitable  machinery,  roadway  structures  and  in- 
strumentalities; and  it  must  not  expose  its  employees  to  risks  be- 
yond those  which  are  incident  to  the  employment,  and  were  in  con- 
templation at  the  time  of  the  contract  of  sei*vice;  and  the  employee 
has  a  right  to  presume  that  the  company  has  discharged  these 
duties.  O'ConnelVs  case,  20  Md.  212  ;  Scally's  case,  27  id.  589  ; 
Winder's  case,  32  id.  419. 

In  the  case  in  hand  the  deceased,  after  service  in  the  company  s 
depot  grounds  for  some  time,  engaged  about  shifting  cars,  coupling 
cars,  and  such  like  duties,  sought  employment  as  brakeman.  As 
this  service  was  performed  in  the  town  of  Manchester,  on  the  banks 
of  the  James  river,  which  is  spanned  by  one  of  the  bridges  of  this 
railroad  company,  and  close  to  the  same,  it  might  be  pi'csumed, 
perhaps,  that  he  knew  of  the  character  of  the  duties  of  a  brakeman 
performed  before  his  eyes  every  day.  But  in  this  case  it  is  clearly 
proved  that  he  was  instructed  by  his  employer  at  the  time  of  the 
contract  of  service  as  to  tlie  dangerous  character  of  the  service  re- 
quired of  a  brakeman,  and  especially  as  to  the  danger  in  passing 
under  these  overhead  structures  without  sitting  down  or  stooping, 
and  that  he  was  notified  in  particular  about  this  particular  bridge: 
and  that  it  was  shown  to  liim,  and  that  he  passed  under  it  in  the 
broad  daylight,  which  he  could  not  have  done  without  stooping; 
that  after  passing  under  this  bridge  three  times,  he  was  specially 
warned  about  it  again  as  he  wiis  about  to  pass  under  it  on  the  fatal 
night;  that  he  did  not  exercise  the  precaution  required  of  stooping, 
and  that  he  was  standing  up  when  he  was  struck.  Why  he  did  not 
stoop  or  sit  down  will  never  be  known,  as  he  was  killed  by  the 
collision.  Whether  he  forgot  to  stoop,  as  he  had  before  done  in 
passing  under  this  bridge,  is  not  known,  but  his  negligence  in  not 
exercising  this  simple  and  ordinary  care  and  caution  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  his  death,  without  which  it  would  not  have  oc- 
curred, and  the  appellant  cannot  recover  damages  therefor  of  the 
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company.  While  we  think  the  accident  was  caused  by  want  of 
reasonable  care  on  the  part  of  the  appellant's  intestate,  we  do  not 
rest  our  decision  solely  on  this  ground.  This  peril  was  one  inci- 
dent to  the  employment,  in  contemplation  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract, and  arising  fi'om  causes  open  and  obvious,  the  dangerous 
character  of  which  the  deceased  had  an  opportunity  to  ascertain, 
and  the  risk  of  which  he  assumed. 

Having  stated  our  opinion  upon  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to 
the  case,  which  deny  to  the  appellant  the  right  to  recover,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  more  specially  notice  the  several  assignments  of  error 
contained  in  the  record.  We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error 
in  the  judgment  complained  of  and  appealed  from  in  this  case,  and 
the  same  must  be  affirmed. 

JudgmetU  affirmed. 

Fauntleroy,  J.,  dissented. 


Moon's  ADHiinsTRATOR  v.  Richmond  ahi>  Alleohant  Bail- 
road  Company. 

(78  Va.  746.) 

Matter  andtervant — co-servants  —  conductor ,  section  foreman  and  trainmen. 

The  conductor  of  a  ndlwaj  material  train  is  not  a  fellow-servant  of  the  train- 
men ;  nor  is  a  section  foreman.     (See  note^  p.  406.) 

ACTION  for  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate  by  negligence.     The 
opinion  states  the  case. 

R.  T.  Uuhard,  for  appellant. 

Johnston,  Williams  <£  Boulware  and  Carrington  &  Fitzhugh,  for 
appellee. 

Fauntleroy,  J.  This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  a  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  city  of  Richmond,  rendered  on  the  21st  De- 
cember, 1881,  in  a  suit  m  which  E.  B.  Spencer,  administrator  of 
George  Moon,  deceased,  is  plaintiflf,  and  the  Richmond  and  Alle- 
ghany Railroad  Company  is  defendant 

The  action  is  for  recovery  of  damages  from  the  defendant  com- 
pany of  $10,000  for  the  killing  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  George 
Vol.  XLIX  — 51 
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Maon^,  by  the  negligence  of  the  said  company,  and  through  no  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  said  decedent,  who  was  an  employee  of 
the  said  company,  and  who,  as  such,  was  faithfully  performing  hitJ 
duty  at  tl^e  time  of  the  accident  which  caused  his  death. 

On  Monday  morning,  July  25|  1881,  a  material  train,  which  on 
Saturday  next  before  had  been  run  up  to  Joshua  Falls,  was  started 
down  the  road,  running  backwards,  with  the  engine  and  tender  not 
turned  around,  but  simply  detached  from  the  front  of  the  train  and 
coupled  at  the  rear,  the  pilot  of  the  engine  being  attached  to  the 
rear  car,  which  was  the  captain's  caboose  car. 

George  Moon  was  one  of  a  party  of  colored  men  who  had  been 
engaged  for  this  companyy  in  Halifax  county,  by  Captain  W.  R. 
Thompson,  the  conductor  on  this  train,  and  Moon  had  been  put 
under  bis  charge  and  orders,  and  received  orders  only  through  him. 
Moon  Wii8  an  experienced,  able-bodied  railroad  hand,  m  the  twehty- 
third  year  of  his  age,  and  number  one  in  all  respects,  and  was  made 
one  of  the  rear  brakemen  by  the  conductor.  This  train  was  in  use 
hauling  cross-ties  from  points  of  delivery  between  the  Falls  of 
Joshua  and  Scottsvillo,  and  also  in  hauling  dirt  for  repairing  the 
track  from  time  to  time.  Various  parties  of  section  hiaiids  wer^  at 
work  upon  the  road  on  the  25th  of  July,  and  all  signalled  the  train 
with  flags  as  it  approached  them,  save  one.  This  party,  under  the 
section-master,  Herndon,  was  at  woiic  a  few  miles  below  Gladstone 
station,  upon  a  curve  in  the  road,  and  had  the  outside  rails  up, 
bringing  them  to  a  higher  level  than  had  existed  before,  and  had 
what  is  called  a  **nin  out,"  with  one  end  corresponding  in  level 
with  the  new  and  raised  level  above,  while  the  other  end  had  the 
same  level  as  the  old  track  below.  Under  this  ^*run  out"  the  dirt 
had  not  been  filled  in  and  rammed  firm,  but  it  had  only  been 
tamjied  —  that  is,  gravel  had  been  thrown  under  the  end  of  the  tie 
on  which  the  joints  of  the  rail  rested  at  the  upper  end  of  the  *'  run 
out,"  and  also  under  the  ties  at  other  places  along  the  "run  out." 
With  the  track  in  this  condition,  on  a  curve,  the  foreman,  or 
section-mju^Jter,  Herndon,  deliberately  chose  to  take  the  chances, 
and  gave  no  signal  to  the  approaching  train.  Tlie  engineer  run- 
ning the  train,  who  had  been  experienced  as  an  engineer  for  thirty 
years,  saw  the  hands  of  this  working  party  under  the  section-master, 
Herndon,  at  work  on  the  track  half  a  mile  ahead,  but  seeing  no 
flag  signal,  thought  all  was  right  and  put  on  steam,  and  when  he 
thought  he  had  passed  all  the  hands  standing  near  the  track,  '*  gave 
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her  steam  ftgain  to  ^juicken  up,  and  just  after  saw  the  tender  jump- 
ing and  knew  it  was  off  the  track."  He  shut  off  the  steam  and  was, 
with  his  engine,  carried  over  the  banks,  etc.     The  cars  were  neV^, 
the  rails  and  ties  were  new,  and  there  was  no  obstruction  on  the 
track  ;    yet  the  tender  was  thrown  off  and  jerked  clear  around  and 
ujwet  over  the  embankment,  the  engine  thrown  off  and  turned  over 
into  the  canal ;  one  caboose  car  jumjKjd  clear  over  the  engine,  and 
another  was  broken  to  pieces,  and  two  flats  likewise,  while  a  third 
flat  was*   reared  up  upon  the  wreck  with  its  hind  wheels  resting  on 
the  traok  ;  George  Moon  was  thrown  off  to  the  right,  and  caught 
under  tlxe  wreck  and  had  all  the  flesh  torn  off  of  one  leg  from  the 
knee  to  the  foot,  and  his  body  so  bruised  and  injured  that  he  died 
after  eight  hours  of  uitense  suffering.     The  record  shows  that  the 
deceaseii,  Geoi'ge  Moon^  was  faithfully  performing  his  duty  —  was 
gi\ilty  of  no  negligence — and  that  there  was  no  apparent  or  imagin- 
able cause  for  the  accident,  other  than  the  running  of  the  train 
over  the  newly  raised  and  unequally  elevated  track  around  a  curve, 
and  accelerating  the  speed  just  at  the  place  where  the  track  had 
been  disrupted  by  the  working  party,  then  on  the  spot,  who  wholly 
failed  to  signal  or  notify  the  oncoming  train,  under  an  old  and  ex- 
perienced engineer,  who  says  that  he  saw  the  party  full  half  a  mile 
ahead,  but  seeing  no  flag,  therefore  concluded  that  all  was  right. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  plaintiff's  attorney  moved  the  court 
to  inatnict  the  jury  as  follows,  viz. :  I.  **  If  the  jury  believe  from 
the  evidence  in  this  case  that  Conductor  W.  R  Thompson  had 
generH]  charge  and  control  of  the  train  men,  assigning  them  to  such 
amioQ  ag  h^  thought  proper,  and  general  control  over  the  coupling 
^^  make-up  of  his  train,  and  that  the  accident  of  July  25,  1881, 
^  ^^used  by  any  negligence  in  the  management  of  making  up  his 
train ^  the  company  is  liable  therefor,  and  they  must  find  for  the 

^'^  think  that  this  instruction  should  have  been  given  as  asked  ; 

^^  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  give  it.     It  was  certainly  incnm- 

^^^  on  the  defendant  company,  upon  the  facts  shown  by  record, 

^^  dxow,  affirmatively  and  positively,  that  the  accident  was  not 

^^uaed  by  its  negligence,  or  the  negligence  of  any  agent  for  whose 

(jonduct  the  company  itself  was  responsible  {Oreenleafy,  IlKnoin 

Central  Railroad  Co.,  29  Iowa,  14) ;  and  the  evidence  showing  by 

the  defendant's  own  witnesses  that  the  train  was  not  made  up  ii. 

the  usual  and  proper  way,  and  that  W.  R  Thompson,  the  conduo- 
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tor,  was  not  a  fellow-servant  of  Moon,  bnt  his  superior,  and  in  a 
position  wherein  he  exercised  discretionary  authority,  and  was 
charged  with  certain  duties,  for  the  proper  performance  of  which 
the  law  holds  the  company  itself  responsible,  any  negligence  on  his 
part  in  this  behalf  is  the  negligence  of  the  company  itself.  Rail- 
road Company  v.  Fort,  17  Wall.  553  ;  Brothers  v.  Coriter,  52  Mo. 
373  ;  s.  0.,  14' Am.  Rep.  424  ;  Patterson  v.  Pittsburg  and  Connells- 
vilU  Railroad,  76  Penn.  389 ;  s.  c,  18  Am.  Rep.  412. 

And  we  think  the  second  instruction  :  "  If  the  jury  shall  believe 
from  the  evidence  that  the  accident  was  caused  by  any  negligence 
or  want  of  skill  on  the  part  of  Hemdon,  the  section  foreman,  in 
failing  to  signal  the  train,  or  in'  fiuling  to  have  the'  track  in  safe 
condition  at  the  place  of  the  accident,  the  company  is  liable,  and 
they  must  find  for  the  plaintiff,"  was  correct,  and  ought  to  have 
been  given  by  the  court.  Hemdon,  the  section  master,  in  charge 
of  a  squad  of  hands  working,  altering  and  repairing  the  road,  could 
in  no  sense  be  regarded  a  fellow-servant  in  the  same  common  em- 
ployment, or  department  of.  service  with  Moon,  who  was  a  train- 
hand  and  brakeman.  Connolly  v.  Davidson,  15  Minn.  519 ;  s.  c. 
2  Am.  Rep.  154.  They  were  not  co-employees,  thrown  together  in 
a  common  duty,  and  having  opportunity  to  observe  and  judge  of 
the  habits  and  qualifications  of  each  other.  Lewis  v.  St.  Louis,  etc., 
R.  Co,,  59  Mo.  495 ;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep.  385 ;  Ryanv.  CJiicago  and 
N.  W.  R.  Co.,  60  111.  171 ;  s.  c,  14  Am.  Rep.  32.  And  where  a 
company  delegates  to  an  agent  or  employee  the  performance  of 
duties  which  the  law  makes  it  incumbent  on  the  company  to  per- 
form, his  acts  are  tlie  acts  of  the  company  —  his  negligence  is  the 
negligence  of  the  company.  Brothers  v.  Cor  tier,  52  Mo.  373;  s.  c, 
14  Am.  Rep.  424 ;  Flike  v.  Boston  and  Albany  R.  Co.,  53  N.  Y. 
549  ;  s.  c,  13  Am.  Rep.  545  ;  Corcoran  v.  Holbrook,  59  N.  Y.  517  ; 
8.  c,  17  Am.  Rep.  369  ;  Mnllan  v.  Philadelphia  and  Southern  S. 
Co.,  78  Penn.  25 ;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep.  2 ;  Ryan  v.  Chicago  and  S. 
W.  R.  Co.,  60  111.  171 ;  s.  c,  14  Am.  Rep.  32.  If  corporations 
could,  in  such  cases,  escape  liability  on  the  plea  that  their  agent  was 
fellow-servant  or  co-employee  of  the  party  injured,  it  follows  that 
they  could  never  be  held  liable  at  all,  since  such  corporations  must 
need  perform  tlieir  duties  always  through  agents,  who  have  a  com- 
mon employer.  Flike  v.  Boston  and  Albany  R.  Co.,  53  N.  Y.  549, 
supra;  Hough  v.  R.  Co.,  100  U.  S.  218-19;  Whart  Neg.,  §232. 

The  fellow-servant  or  co-employee,  for  whose  negligence  the  corn- 
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pany  is  not  liable,  is  one  who  is  in  the  same  common  employment  — 
that  is,  in  the  same  shop,  or  placed  with,  and  having  no  authority 
over,  the  one  injured  —  and  who  is  no  more  charged  with  the  dis- 
cretionary exercise  of  powers  and  duties  imperatiyely  resting  on  the 
company  than  the  injured  party  ;  but  where  a  person  is  placed  in 
charge  of  the  '^construction  or  repair  of  machinery,"  the  ** dis- 
patching of  trains,"  the  "  maintenance  of  way,"  etc.,  he  is  not  a 
fellow-servant  with  those  under  him,  nor  with  those  in  a  different 
department  of  the  company's  service.  He  is  the  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, which  has  assumed,  through  him,  the  performance  of  duties 
which  are  absolute  and  imperative  ;  the  omission  or  the  negligence 
of  performing  which  the  law  will  in  nowise  excuse.  Clarke  v. 
ffolmes,  ?  Hurls.  &  Nor.  937  ;  Ford  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.,  110  Mass. 
241  ;  s.  c,  14  Am.  Rep.  598 ;  Hough  v.   Railroad  Co.,  supra. 

The  third  instruction  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff,  covering  the  case 
of  the  accident  being  caused  by  the  insecure  condition  of  the  track 
below  where  Herndon  was  at  work,  and  the  fourth  instruction, 
whether  it  was  at  or  below  his  work,  were  proper  and  lelative  to 
the  facts  in  evidence,  and  should  have  been  given  by  the  court. 

The  court  declined  to  give  the  instructions  asked  for,  and  in  lieu 
thereof,  gave  three  instructions  of  its  own  as  follows,  viz.  : 

First.  **The  jury  are  instructed  that  they  should  find  for  the 
defendant  in  this  cause,  unless  they  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  caused  by  some  wrongful 
act,  neglect  or  default  of  the  defendant  corporation." 

This  instruction  is  correct  as  a  proposition  of  law,  but  following 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give  the  instructions  which  had  been 
asked  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  it  should  have  concluded 
with  the  addition  of  *'or  its  agents." 

The  second  instruction  given  by  the  court  was  :  ''And  the  jury 
are  further  instructed,  that  if  they  believe  the  accident  which 
claused  his  death  was  occasioned  by  any  negligence  of  Herndon,  the 
^^ection  foreman,  in  failing  to  signal  the  train,  they  cannot  impute 
such  negligence  in  this  case  to  the  defendant,. and  should  find  for 
the  defendant."  This  instruction  is  erroneous,  and  is  against  law 
and  reason  alike.  It  assumes  that  an  employee  **  takes  all  risks," 
when  in  law  his  contract  is  based  on  the  implied  duty  and  under- 
taking of  the  company  to  provide  safe  and  adequate  machinery, 
competent  and  vigilant  agents,  and  to  keep  its  roadway  and  struc- 
tures always  in  good  and  safe  condition,  when  he  is  required  to  go 
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over  them.  Chicago  and  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Jackson^  55  IlL  4d2  ;  s. 
c,  8  Am.  Rep.  661;  Corcoran  v.  Holbrook,  59  N.  Y.  517 ;  is.  c,  17 
Am.  Rep.  369  ;  Baxter  v.  Roberts,  44  Cal.  187 ;  s.  c,  13  Am.  Rep, 
160  ;  Snow  v.  Hotisatonic  Railroad  Co,,  8  Allen,  441 ;  Lewis*  AdmW 
V.  St.  Louis  and  Iron  Mountain  R.,  59  Mo.  4955  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep. 
385  ;  Paiieson  v.  Pittsburg  and  Connellfnlle  Railroad,  76  Penn.  St. 
389  ;  s.  c,  18  Am.  Rep.  412 ;  Drymala  v.  Thompson,  26  Minn.  40 ; 
Moore's  AdmW  v.  R,  and  D,  Railroad,  8  Va.  L.  J.  84. 

[Minor  matter  omitted.] 

The  court  erred  in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  Under 
the  instructions  given,  and  the  refusal  to  give  the  instructions 
asked  by  the  plaintiflf,  the  jury  could  not  find  otherwise  than  they 
did  ;  but  the  verdict  was  against  both  law  and  evidence,  and  should 
have  been  set  aside.  The  evidence  shows  that  th«  deceased,  George 
Moon,  came  to  his  death  while  faithfully  performing  his  duty  in 
tlie  service  of  the  Richmond  and  Alleghany  Railroad  Company  with- 
out any  contributory  negligence  on  his  part,  but  wholly  and  solely 
by  the  breach  of  duty  and  negligence  of  the  said  company,  which 
was  reckless  of  decedent's  life,  in  requiring  him,  without  warning, 
to  go  at  a  rapid  speed  over  a  pai*t  of  its  roadway  which  was  at  the 
time,  and  in  the  knowledge  of  its  agents,  unfit  and  unsafe  to  be 
run  over  by  the  train. 

The  judgment  of  the  (-ircuit  Court  of  the  city  of  Richmond  in 
this  case  must  be  reversed  and  annulled,  and  the  case  remanded  for 
a  new  trial  in  said  court,  in  accordance  with  the  Views  herein  ex- 
pressed. 

Judgment  reversed, 

HiNTON,  J.,  concurred  in  result. 

Note  by  thk  Reporter. — In  Railroad  v.  Ro9s,  112  U.  S.  377,  it  was  held 
that  H  railway  company  is  liable  to  a  locomotive  engineer  injured  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  a  conductor  in  the  conduct  of  a  train.  The  following  are  the  material 
portions  of  the  opinion,  by  Field,  J.: 

*  The  general  liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  injuries  cansed  by  the  negli- 
gen<!t'  of  its  servants  to  passengers  and  others  not  in  its  service  is  conceded. 
It  covtTs  all  injuries  to  which  they  do  not  contribute.  But  where  injuries 
bf'fall  a  servant  in  its  employ,  a  different  principle  applies.  Having  been 
«-ngaged  for  tlie  performance  of  specified  services,  he  takes  upon  himself  the 
ordinary  risks  incident  thereto.  As  a  consequence,  if  he  suffers  by  exposure 
to  them,  he  cannot  recover  compensation  from  his  employer.  The  obvious 
r«*ason  for  this  exemption  is  that  he  has,  or  in  law  is  supposed  to  have  them 
in  contemplation  when  he  engages  in  the  service,  and  that  his  compensation  is 
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tLmnged  accordingly.     He  cannot,  in  reason,  complain  if  he  suffers  from  a  risk 
which  he  has  voluntarily  assumed,  and  for  the  assumption  of  which  he  is  paid. 
There  is  also  another  reason  often  assigned  for  this  exemption,  that  of  a  sup- 
posed public  policy.     It  is  assumed  that  the  exemption  operates  as  a  stimulant 
to  diligence  and  caution  on  the  part  of  the  servant  for  his  own  safety  as  well 
MS  that  of  his  master.     Much  }x>tency  is  ascribed  to  this  assumed  fact   by 
reference  to  those  cases  whert*  diligence  and  caution  on  the  part  of  servants 
constitute  the  chief   protection  against  accidents.     But  it  may  be   doubted 
whether  the  exemption  has  the  effect  thus  claimed  for  it.     We  have  never 
fcDOMrn   parties  more  willing  to  subject  themselves  to  danger  of  life  or  limb, 
\ieeaase  if  losing  the  one  or  suffering  in  the  other,  damages  could  be  recovered 
\>y  their  representatives  or  themselves  for  the  loss  or  injury.    The  dread  of  per- 
!*onal  injury  has  always  proved  sufficient  to  bring  into  exercise  the  vigilance 
and  activity  of  the  servant. 

"  But  however  this  may  be,  it  is  indispensable  to  the  employer's  exemption 
from  liability  to  his  servant  for  the  consequences  of  risks  thus  incurred,  that 
be  should  himself  be  free  from  negligence.     He  must  furnish  the  servant  tlie 
nieans  and  appliances  which  the  service  requires  for  its  efficient  and  safe  per- 
formance, unless  otherwise  stipulated;  and  if  he  fail  in  tliat  respect,  and  an 
injury  result,  he  is  as  liable  to  the  servant  as  he  would  be  to  a  stranger.     In 
other  Mrords,  whilst  claiming  such  exemption  he  must  not  himself  be  guilty  of 
wntributory  negligence. 

"  WTieu  the  service  to  be  rendered  requires  for  its  performance  the  employ- 
ment of  several  persons,  as  in  the  movement  of  railway  trains,  there  is  neces- 
«r>ly  incident  to  the  service  of  each  the  risk  that  the  others  may  fail  in  the 
vigilance  and  caution  essential  to  his  safety.     And  it  has  been  held  in  numerous 
<*se»'  hoth  in  this  country  and  in  England,  that  there  is  implied  in  his  con- 
tract of  service  in  such  cases  that  he  takes  upon  himself  the  risks  arising  from 
the  ne^lige^gg  of  his  fellow-servants,  while  in  the  same  employment,  pro- 
vided al^^ays  the  master  is  not  negligent  in  their  selection  or  retention,  or  in 
furnishing  adequate  materials  and  means  for  the  work;  and  that  if  injuries 
then  befall  him  from  such  negligence,  the  master  is  not  liable.     The  doctrine 
'^"^  "^^  announced  in  this  country  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  South  Carolina  in 
t^t,  IB  }furray  v.  Railroad  Co.,  1  McMullan,  385,  and  was  affirmed  by  the 
SnpTeme  Court  of  Massachusetts  the  following  year  in  FarweU  v.  Boston  and 
^(yft€HUT  R.  Co.,  4  Mete.  49.     In  the  South  Carolina  case  a  fireman,  whilst  in 
the  employ  of  the  company,  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of  an  engineer  also 
in  Its  employ,  and  it  was  held  that  the  company  was  not  liable,  the  court  ob- 
aerving  that  the  engineer  no  more  represented  the  company  than  the  fireman; 
that  each  in  his  separate  department  represented  his  principal;  that  the  regular 
movement  of  the  train  of  cars  to  its  destination  was  the  result  of  the  ordinary 
performance  by  each  of  his  several  duties;  and  that  it  seemed  to  be  on  the 
put  of  the  several  agents  a  joint  undertaking  where  each  one  stipulated  for 
the  performance  of  his  several  part;  that  they  were  not  liable  to  the  company 
for  the  conduct  of  each  other,  nor  was  the  company  liable  to  one  for  the  con- 
dact  of  another  and   that  as  a  general   rule,  when  there  was  no  fault  ia  the 
oirner.  hv  was  only  liahli*  to  his  servant*?  for  wages. 
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*'  In  the  Massachusetts  case,  an  engineer  employed  by  a  railroad  company  to 
mn  a  train  on  its  road  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of  a  switch-tender  also 
in  its  employ,  and  it  was  held  that  the  company  was  not  liable.  The  coort 
placed  the  exemption  of  the  company,  not  on  the  ground  of  the  South  Carolina 
decision,  that  there  was  a  joint  undertaking  by  the  fellow  servants,  but  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  of  the  engineer  implied  that  he  would  take  upon  him- 
self the  risks  attending  its  performance,  that  those  included  the  injuries  which 
might  befall  him  from  the  negligcDce  of  fellow  servants  in  the  same  employ- 
ment, and  that  the  switch-tender  stood  in  that  relation  to  him.  And  the  court 
added,  that  the  exemption  of  the  master  was  supported  by  considerations  of 
policy.  '  When  several  persons,'  it  said,  *  are  employed  in  the  conduct. of 
one  common  enterprise  or  undertaking,  and  the  safety  of  each  depends  on  the 
care  and  skill  with  which  each  other  shall  perform  his  appropriate  duty,  each 
is  an  observer  of  the  conduct  of  the  others,  can  give  notice  of  any  misconduct, 
incapacity  or  neglect  of  duty,  and  leave  the  service,  if  the  common  employer 
will  not  take  such  precautions  and  employ  such  agents  as  the  safety  of  the 
whole  party  may  require.  By  these  means  the  safety  of  each  will  be  much 
more  effectually  secured  than  could  be  done  by  a  resort  to  the  common  em- 
ployer for  indemnity  in  case  of  loss  by  the  negligence  of  each  other.'  And  to 
the  argument,  which  was  strongly  pressed,  that  though  the  rule  might  apply 
where  two  or  more  servants  are  employed  in  the  same  department  of  duty,  where 
«;acli  one  can  exert  some  influence  over  the  conduct  of  the  other,  and  thus  to  some 
extent  provide  for  his  own  security,  yet  that  it  could  not  apply  where  two  or 
more  arc  employed  in  different  departments  of  duty  at  a  distance  from  each 
other,  and  where  one  can  in  no  degree  control  or  influence  the  conduct  of 
another,  it  answered  that  the  objection  was  founded  upon  a  supposed  distinc- 
tion, on  which  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  establish  a  practical  rule, 
'  When  the  object  to  be  accomplished,'  it  said,  'is  one  and  the  same,  when 
the  employers  are  the  same,  and  the  several  persons  employed  derive  their 
authority  and  their  compensation  from  the  same  source,  it  would  be  extremely 
dlihcult  to  distinguish  what  constitutes  one  department  and  what  a  distinct 
department  of  duty.  It  would  vary  with  the  circumstances  of  every  case.' 
.\jid  it  added,  '  that  the  argument  rests  upon  an  assumed  principle  of  respon- 
.sibility  which  does  not  exist.  The  master,  in  the  case  supposed,  is  not  exempt 
from  liability  because  the  servant  has  better  means  of  providing  for  his  safety, 
when  he  is  employed  in  immediate  connection  with  those  from  whose  negli- 
/^nce  he  might  suffer,  but  because  the  implied  contract  of  the  master  does  not 
extend  to  indemnify  the  servant  against  the  negligence  of  any  one  but  himself; 
and  he  is  not  liable  in  tort,  as  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant,  because  the 
person  suffering  does  not  stand  toward  him  in  the  relation  of  a  stranger,  but 
is  one  whose  rights  are  regulated  by  contract,  express  or  implied.'  4  Mete 
49,  60. 

"  The  opinion  in  this  case,  which  was  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  has 
exerted  great  influence  in  controlling  the  course  of  decisions  in  this  country. 
In  several  States  it  has  been  followed,  and  the  English  courts  have  cited  it 
with  marked  commendation. 

"The  doctrine  of  the  master's  exemption  fnnn   liability  was  first  distinctly 
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aoDoanced  in  England  in  1850  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Eutehinson  t. 
Fork,  New  Cattle  and  Berwick  R,  Co.,  5  Exch.  348;  PrieiUy  v.  Fowl^,  8  Meea. 
k  Wels.  1,  which  was  decided  in  1837,  and  is  often  cited  as  the  first  case  de- 
claring the  doctrine,  did  not  directly  involve  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of 
A  master  to  a  servant  for  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant.     In  that  case  a  van 
of  the  defendant  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  carried  was  out  of  repair  and  over- 
loaded, and  consequently  broke  down  and  caused  the  injury  complained  of; 
bat  it  did  not  appear  what  produced  the  defect  in  the  van  or  by  whom  it  wa^ 
overloaded.     The  court  in  gixing  its  decision  tigainst  the  plaintiif  observcnl 
that  if  the  master  was  liable,  the  principle  of  that  liability  would  *  carry  us  to 
an   alarming  extent; '  and  in  illustration  of  this  statement  said  that  if  the 
owner  of  a  carriage  was  responsible  for  its  sufficiency  to  his  servant,  he  was 
under    the  principle  responsible  for  the  negligence  of  his  coach -maker  or  har- 
ness-maker or  coachman,  and  mentioned  other  instances  of  such  possible  n^- 
sponKibility  to  a  servant  for  the  negligence  of  his  fellows,  concluding  that  the 
inconvenience  of  such  consequences  afforded  a  sufficient  argument  against 
the  application  of  the  principle  to  that  case.     The  case  therefore  can   only 
be    considered    as    indirectly    asserting    the    doctrine.      At    any    rate,    the 
Hntrhinwn  case  is  the  first  one   where  the  doctrine  was  applied  to  railway 
service.    There  it  appeared  that  a  servant  of  the  company,  who  in  the  dis- 
charge of  bis  duty  was  riding  on  one  of  its  trains,  was  injured  by  a  collision 
with  another  train  of  the  same  company,  from  which  his  death  ensued;  and 
\l  '^wbs  Iield  that  his  representatives  could  not  recover  as  he  was  a  fellow-servant 
vTith  tliose  who  caused  the  injury;  and  the  court  said  that  whether  thu  death 
resulted  from  the  mismanagement  of  the  one  train  or  the  other,  or  of  both,  did 
aot  aflf«*<^  the  principle.     The  rule  was  applied  at  the  same  time  by  that  court 
to  eiettipt  a  master  builder  from  liability  for  the  death  of  a  bricklayer  in  his 
♦tnplojr   caused  by  the  defective  construction  of  a  scaffolding  by  his  other 
worktiien,  by  reason  of  which  it  broke  and  the  bricklayer  at  work  upon  it  was 
throwii  to  the  ground  and  killed.      Wigmwe  v.  Jay,  5  Exch.  854. 

^^  doctrine  assumes  that  the  servant  causing  the  injury  is  in  the  same  em- 
ployux^ijt  with  the  servant  injured,  that  is,  that  both  are  engaged  in  a  common 
«™P^^yinent.     The  question  in  all  cases  therefore  is,  what  is  essential  to  ren- 
der ttte  service  in  which  different  persons  are  engaged  a  common  employment? 
And  ^lils  question  has  caused  much  conflict  of  opinion  between  different  courts, 
»»d  of  t^Q  much  vacillation  of  opinion  in  the  same  court. 
\tv  ^artotuhill  Coal  Co.  v.  Reid,  and  tJte  mine  company  v.  McOnire.  reported 
\l^^Macqaeen,  266  and  300  H.  L.  Cases,  decided  in  1858,  the  parties  injured 
,rere  miners  employed  to  work  in  a  coal  pit,  and  the  party,  whose  negligence 
csased  the  injury,  was  employed  to  attend  to  the  engine  by  which  they  were 
letdown  into  the  mine  and  brought  out,  and  the  coal  was  raised  which  they 
had  dug;  and  it  was  held  that  they  were  engaged  in  a  common   work,  that  of 
/getting  coal  from  the  pit.      *  The  miners/  said  the  court  in  the  latter  case, 
'could  not  perform  their  part  unless  they  were  lowered  to  their  work,  nor 
eould  the  end  of  their  common  labor  be  attained  unless  the  ooal  which  -  they 
got  was  raised  to  the  pit's  mouth,  and  of  course  at  the  close  of  their  day's 
labor  the  workman  must  be  lifted  out  of  the  mine.     Every  person  who  enpi^nl 
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in  such  an  employment  must  have  been  perfectly  aware  that  all  this  waa 
incident  to  it,  and  that  the  service  was  necessarily  accompanied  with  the  danger 
that  the  person  intrusted  with  the  machinery  might  be  occasionally  negligent 
knd  fail  in  his  duty.'  Lord  Chancellor  Cublmsford,  who  gave  the  principai 
opinion  in  the  latter  case,  refei^red  to  previous  cases  in  which  the  master's  ex- 
I'laption  from  liability  had  been  sustained,  and  said:  '  In  the  consideration  of 
tlicM*  cases  it  did  not  become  necessary  to  define  with  any  great  precision  what 
was  meant  by  the  words 'common  service'  or  'common  employment/ and 
jHThaps  it  might  be  difficult  beforehand  to  suggest  any  exact  definition  of 
tliem.  It  is  necessary  however  in  each  particular  case  to  ascertain  whether 
the  servants  are  fellow  laborers  in  the  same  work,  because  although  a  servant 
may  be  taken  to  have  engaged  to  encounter  all  risks  which  are  incident  to  the 
service  which  he  undertakes,  yet  he  cannot  be  exp**ctt^d  to  anticipate  those 
wliich  may  hapiwn  to  him  on  occasions  foreign  to  his  employment.  \Vher«' 
j*crvants  therefore  are  engaged  in  diflferent  departments  of  duty,  an  injurx- 
committed  by  one  servant  ui>on  another,  by  carelessness  or  negligence  in  the 
(H)urs>e  of  his  peculiar  work,  is  not  within  the  examination,  and  the  master'is 
liability  attaches  in  that  case  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  injured  servants 
st^Kxl  in  no  such  relation  to  him.'  The  lord  chancellor  also  commented  upon 
souH*  d<»cisions  of  the  Scotch  courts,  and  among  others  that  of  McNaughton  v. 
CtiUdoninn  R.  Co.,  19  Ct.  of  Sess.  Cas.  271,  and  said  that  it  might  be  'sus- 
tained without  conflicting  with  the  English  authorities,  on  the  ground  tliat  the 
workmen  in  that  case  were  engaged  in  totally  different  departments  of  work, 
tlie  deceased  being  a  joiner  or  carpenter,  who  at  the  time  of  the  accident  wais 
«*ngagod  in  repairing  a  railway  carriage,  and  the  persons  by  whose  negligence 
his  death  was  occasioned  wnre  the  same  engine  driver  and  the  persons  who 
arranged  the  switches. '  And  in  the  same  case  Lord  Brougham,  after  men- 
tioning the  observations  of  a  judge  of  the  Scottish  courts,  that  an  absolute  and 
inflexible  rule  releasing  the  master  from  responsibility  in  every  case  where  one 
servant  is  injured  by  the  fault  of  another  was  utterly  unknown  to  the  law  of 
Scotland,  said  that  it  was  also  utterly  unknown  to  the  law  of  England,  and 
lulded :  *  To  bring  the  case  within  the  exemption  there  must  be  this  most 
material  qualification,  that  the  two  servants  must  be  men  in  the  same  common 
employment,  and  engaged  in  the  same  common  work  under  that  common 
em}»loyinent.' 

"  Later  decisions  in  the  English  courts  extend  the  master's  exemption  from 
liability  to  cases  where  the  servant  injured  is  working  under  the  direction  of  a 
f«)rtMuan  or  superintendent,  the  grade  of  service  of  the  latter  not  being  deemed 
to  cliange  the  relation  of  the  two  as  fellow-servants.  Thus  in  Wilson  v.  Merry ^ 
de<*i(h'd  by  the  Hcmse  of  Ijords  in  1868  on  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Session  of 
Scotland,  the  sub-manager  of  a  coal  pit,  whose  negligence  in  erecting  a  scaffold 
which  obstructed  the  circulation  of  air  underneath,  and  led  to  an  accumulation 
of  tire-damp  that  exploded  and  injured  a  workman  in  the  mine,  was  held  to  be 
a  fellow -servant  with  the  injured  party.  And  the  court  laid  down  the  rule 
that  the  master  was  not  liable  to  his  servant  unless  there  was  negligence 
oil  the  master's  part  in  that  which  lu;  had  contracted  with  the  servant  to  do, 
urul   that  the   master,  if  not   nersonally  superintending  the   work,   was  only 
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bound  to  select  proper  and  competent  persons  to  do  so,  and  furnish  them  with 
adequate  materials  and  resources  for  thf*  work;  that  when  he  had  done  this  he 
bad  done  all  that  he  was  required  to  do,  and  if  the  persons  thus  selected  were 
guilty  of  negligence;  it  was  not  his  negligence,  and  he  was  not  responsible 
for  the  consequences.  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  Scotch  App.  826.  In  this  case  as  in 
many  others  in  the  English  courts,  the  foreman,  manager  or  superintendent 
of  the  work,  by  whose  negligence  the  injury  was  committed,  was  himself 
also  a  inrorkman  with  the  other  laborers,  although  exercising  a  direction  over 
the  MTork.  The  reasoning  of  that  case  has  been  applied  so  as  to  include,  as 
ronteiided  here,  employees  of  a  corporation  in  department^  separated  from 
t«ch  other;  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  term  'common  employment,' 
under  late  decisions  in  England,  and  the  decisions  in ,  this  country  following 
the  Massachusetts  case,  is  of  very  comprehensive  import.  It  is  difficult  to 
limit  it  so  as  to  say  that  any  persons  employed  by  a  railway  company,  whose 
labors  may  facilitate  the  running  of  its  trains,  are  not  fellow-servants  how- 
ever widely  separated  may  be  their  labors.  See  Holden  v.  Fitclimirgh  Tt.  Co.. 
ri»  MaBs.  268. 

"  But  notwithstanding  the  number  and  weight  of  such  decisions,  there  are  in 
this  country  many  adjudications  of  courts  of  great  learning,  restricting  the  ex- 
t-mption  to  cases  where  the  fellow-servants  are  engaged  in  the  same  depart- 
ment, and  act  under  the  same  immediate  direction;  and  holding  that  within 
the  reason  and  principle  of  the  doctrine,  only  such  servants  can  be  considered 
jis  **ngaged  in  the  same  common  employment.  It  is  not  however  essential  to 
tlie  d<x;iaioQ  of  the  present  controversy  to  lay  down  a  rule  which  will  deter- 
u\\tte.  in  a]]  cases,  what  is  to  be  darned  such  an  employment,  even  if  it  were 
',)OSsible  to  do  so. 

'  '^ere  Is.  in  our  judgment,  a  clear  distinction  to  he  made  in  their  relation  to 
tWiT  common  principal,  between  servants  of  a  corporation,  exercising  nosuper 
vtsion  over  others  engaged  with  them  in  the  same  employment,  and  agents  of 
the  corporation,  clothed  %vith  the  control  and  management  of  a  distinct  depart- 
ment, in  which  their  duty  is  entirely  that  of  direction  and  superintendence.  A 
fionductor,  having  the  entire  control  and  management  of  a  railway  train, 
occupies  a  veiy  different  position  from  the  brakemen,  the  porters,  and  other 
^^abordinates  employed.  He  is  in  fact  and  should  be  treated  as  the  personal 
fppresentative  of  the  corporation,  for  whose  negligence  it  is  responsible  to  sub- 
•^rdinate  servants.  This  view  of  his  relation  to  the  corporation  seems  to  us  a 
'Ba^nable  and  just  one,  and  it  will  insure  more  care  in  the  selection  of  such 
Hgeois  and  thus  give  greater  security  to  the  servants  engaged  under  him  in  an 
tniployment  requiring  the  utmost  vigilance  on  their  part,  and  prompt  and  un- 
Iiesitating  obedience  to  his  orders.  The  rule  which  applies  to  such  agents  of 
one  railway  corporation  must  apply  to  all,  and  many  corj)orations  operate  every 
da/  several  trains  over  hundreds  of  miles  at  great  distances  apart,  each  being 
under  the  control  and  direction  of  a  conductor  specially  appointed  for  its 
management.  We  know  from  the  manner  in  which  railways  are  operated, 
thatsabject  to  tho  general  rulqs  and  orders  of  the  directors  of  the  companies, 
the  oondactor  has  entire  control  and  management  of  the  train  to  which  he  is 
jagigQed. .  H«  directs  wlien  it  shall  start,  at  what   speed  it  shall   run,  at   what 
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stations  it  shall  stop,  and  for  what  length  of  time,  and  every  thing  essential  to 
its  successful  movements,  and  all  persons  employed  on  it  are  subject  to  his 
orders.  In  no  proper  sense  of  the  terms  is  he  a  fellow-servant  with  the  fir*^ 
man,  the  brakeman,  the  porters  and  the  engineer.  The  latter  are  fellow 
servants  in  the  running  of  the  train  under  his  direction,  who  as  to  them  and 
the  train  stands  in  the  place  of  and  represents  the  corporation.  As  observed 
by  Mr.  Wharton  in  his  valuable  treatise  on  the  Laws  of  Negligence:  '  It  has 
sometimes  been  said  that  a  corporation  is  obliged  to  act  always  by  servants*, 
and  that  it  is  unjust  to  impute  to  it  personal  negligence  in  cases  where  it  is 
impossible  for  i%  to  be  negligent  personally.  But  if  this  be  true  it  would  tv- 
lieve  corporations  from  all  liability  to  servants.  The  true  view  is,  that  as  cor- 
porations can  act  onlyjthrough  superintending  officers,  the  negligence  of  thoM- 
officers  with  I'espect  to  other  servants  are  the  negligences  of  the  corporation.' 
^  232  a.  The  author  in  a  note  refers  to  Brickner  Y.Kew  York  Cent.  R.  Co. ,  decided 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  and  afterward  affirmed  in  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals; and  to  Malone  v.  Hathaway,  decidcni  in  the  latter  court,  in  which  opin- 
ions are  expressed  in  conformity  with  his  views.  These  opinions  are  not,  it  is 
true,  authoritative,  for  they  do  not  cover  the  precise  points  in  judgment;  bui 
were  rather  expressed  to  distinguish  the  questions  thus  arising  from  those  then 
before  the  court.  They  indicate  however  a  disposition  to  engraft  a  limitation 
upon  the  general  doctrine  as  to  the  master's  exemption  from  liability  to  his 
servants  for  the  negligence  ol'  their  fellows,  when  a  corporation  is  the  princi- 
pal, and  acts  through  superintending  agents.  Thus  in  the  first  case  the  court 
said  :  '  A  corporation  cannot  act  personally.  It  requires  some  person  to  super- 
intend structures,  to  purchase  and  control  the  running  of  cars,  to  employ  and 
discharge  men,  and  provide  all  needful  appliances.  This  can  only  be  done  by 
agents.  When  the  directors  themselves  personally  act  as  such  agents  they  are 
the  representatives  of  the  corporation.  They  are  then  the  executive  head  or 
master.  Their  acts  are  the  acts  of  the  cx>rporation.  The  duties  above 
described  are  the  duties  of  the  corporation.  When  these  directors  appoint 
some  person  other  than  themselves  to  superintend  and  perform  all  these 
executive  duties  for  them,  then  such  appointee,  equally  with  themselves,  rep- 
resents the  corporation  as  master  in  all  these  respects.  And  though  in  the 
performance  of  these  executive  duties  he  may  be,  and  is,  a  corporation,  he  is 
not  in  those  respects  a  co-servant,  a  co-laborer,  a  co-employee,  in  the  common 
acceptation  of  those  terms,  any  more  than  is  a  director  who  exercises  the  same 
authority.'     2  l^ns.  516.     Affirmed  in  49  N.  Y.  672. 

*•  And  in  Malone  v.  Hathaway,  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  Judge  Ali.kn  says: 
'  t>jr]M)rations  necessarily  a<!ting  by  and  through  agents,  those  having  the 
superintendence  of  various  departments,  with  delegated  authority  to  employ 
ami  discharge  laborers  and  employees,  provide  materials  and  machinery  for 
the  service  of  the  corporation,  and  generally  direct  and  control  under  general 
IK)\vers  and  instructions  from  the  directors,  may  well  be  regarded  as  the  repre- 
s«»ntatives  of  the  corjwration.  charged  with  the  performance  of  its  duties,  ex- 
ercising the  discretion  ordinarily  exercised  by  principals,  and  within  the 
limits  of  the  delegated  authority,  the  acting  principal.  These  acts  are  in  such 
m^v  ihe  acts  of  the  <-or|>omtion,  for  which   and  for  whose  neglect  the  corpo- 
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(k  '^^>  within  adjudged  cases,  must  respond,  as  well   to  the  other  servants  of 
CQ  ^Hipany  as  to  strangers.     Thej  are  treated  as  the  general  agents  of  the. 
ja.'^i^ion  in  the  several  departments  committed  to  their  care."    64  N.  Y.  5, 
1-'  A   c,  21  Am.  Rep.  578.     See  also  Corcoran  v.  Holhrook,  59  N.  Y.  517 ;  s. 
V,  ^  Am.  Rep.  369. 
*^  Little  Miami  U.   <Jo.  v.  Stecens,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  held  that 
^uete  a  railroad  company  placed  the  engineer  in  its  employ  under  the  control 
uf  a  conductor  of  its  train,  who  directed  when  the  cars  were  to  start,  and  when 
to  stop,  it  was  liable  for  an  injury  received  by  him  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  conductor.     20  Ohio,  415.     There  a  collision  between  two  trains  occurred 
ia  consequence  of  the  omission  of  the  conductor  to  inform  the  engineer  of  a 
change  of  places  in  the  passing  of  trains  ordered  by  the  company.     Exemption 
from  liability  was  claimed  on  the  ground  that  the  engineer  and  conductor  were 
fellow-servants,  and  that  the  engineer  had  in  consequence  taken,  by  his  con- 
tnct  of  service,  the  risk  of  the  negligence  of  the  conductor;  and  also  that 
public  policy  forbade  a  recovery  in  such  cases.     But  the  court  rejected  both 
positions.    To  the  latter  it  very  pertinently  observed  that  it  was  only  when 
the  servant  had  himself  been  careful  that  any  right  of  action  could  accrue  to 
him,  and  that  it  was  not  likely  that  any  would  be  careless  of  their  lives  and 
persons  or  property  merely  because  they  might  have  a  right  of  action  to  re- 
coTer  for  injuries  received.      *  If  men  are  iniluenced/  said  the  court,    *  by 
^Qch  remote  considerations  to  be  careless  of  what  they  are  likely  to  be  most 
careful  about,  it  has  never  come  under  our  observation.     We  think  the  policy  is 
clearly  on  the  other  side.     It  is  a  matter  of  universal  observation  that  in  any 
extensive  business,  where  many  persons  are  employed,  the  care  and  prudence 
of  the  employer  is  the  surest  guaranty  against  mismanagement  of  any  kind.' 
In  Railway  Co.  v.  Keary,  3  Ohio  St.  201,  the  same  court  affirmed  the  doctrine 
ihas  amiounced,  and  decided  that  when  a  brakeman  in  the  employ  of  a  railroad 
^nipany,  on  a  train  under  the  control  of  a  conductor  having  exclusive  com- 
mand, was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  the  conductor,  the  company  was  re- 
sponsible, holding  that  the  conductor  in  such  case  was  the  sole  and  immediate 
representative  of  the  company  upon  which  rested  the  obligation  to  manage  the 
train  with  skill  and  care.     In  the  course  of  an  elaborate  opinion  the  court  said 
that  from  the  very  nature  of  the  contract  of  service  between  the  company  and 
employees,  the  company  was  under  obligation  to  them  to  superintend  and  con- 
trol with  skill  and  care  the  dangerous  force  employed,  upon  which  their  safet}- 
^ essentudly  depended.     'For  this  purpose,'  said  the  court,  *the  conductor 
»s  einplojed,  and  in  this  he  directly  represents  the  company.     They  contract 
for  and  engage  his  care  and  skill. '  They  commission  him  to  exercise  that 
<lominion  over  the  operations  of  the  train  which  essentially  pertidns  to  the  pre- 
''^▼es  of  the  owner,  and  in  its  exercise  he  stands  in  the  place  of  the  owner, 
*^  is  in  the  discharge  of  a  duty  which  the  owner,  as  a  man  and  a  party  to  the 
^ntract  of  service,  owes  to  those  placed  under  him,  and  whose  lives  may  de- 
P*^od  on  his  fidelity.     His  will  alone  controls  every  thing,  and  it  is  the  will  of 
tl»e  owner  that  his  intelligence  alone  should   be  trusted  for  this   purpose. 
^""8  serrice  is  not    common    to  him  and    the  hands  placed   under  him. 
^^7  We  nothing   to  do  with  it.     His  duties  and  their  duties  are  entirely 
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separate  and  distinct,  although  both  necessary  to  produce  the  result.  It  is  his 
to  command,  and  theirs  to  obey  and  execute.  No  service  Is  common  that 
does  not  admit  a  common  participation,  and  no  servants  are  fellow.servants 
when  one  is  placed  in  control  over  the  other.* 

"  In  LotUsville  dh  Nashville  R.  Co.  v.  CoUiiis,  2  Duvall,  114,  the  subject  vras 
elaborately  considered  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky.  And  it  held  that 
in  all  those  operations  which  require  care,  vigilance  and  skill,  and  which  are 
performed  through  the  instrumentality  of  superintending  agents,  the  invisible 
corporation  though  never  actually,  is  yet  always  constructively  present  ikrougli 
its  agents  who  represent  it,  and  whose  acts  within  their  representative  spheres 
are  its  acts;  that  the  rule  of  the  English  courts,  tliat  the  company  is  not' respon- 
sible to  one  of  its  servants  for  an  injury  inflicted  from  the  neglect  of  a  fellow- 
servant,  was  not  adopted  to  its  full  extent  in  that  State,  and  tras  regardful 
there  as  anomalous,  inconsistent  with  principle  and  public  policy,  and  unsup- 
ported by  any  gx>od  and  consistent  reason.  In  commenting  upon  this  decision 
in  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Railways,  Redfield  speaks  ivith  emphatic  appro- 
val of  the  declaration  that  the  corporation  is  to  be  regarded  as  constructively 
present  in  all  acts  perfonned  by  its  general  agents  within  the  scope  of  their 
authority.  '  The  consequences  of  mistake  or  misapprehension  upon  this 
point,'  says  the  author,  'have  led  many  courts  into  obnclusiCns  greatly  at 
variance  with  the  common  instincts  of  reason  and  humanity,  and  have  tended 
to  interpose  an  unwarrantable  shield  betwelen  the  conduct  of  railway  employees 
and  the  just  responsibility  of  the  company.  We  trust  that  the  reasonableness 
and  justice  of  this  construction  will'  at  no  distant  day  induced  its  universal 
adoption.'    Vol.  1,  554. 

"There  are  decisions  in  the  courts  of  other  States,  more  or  less  in  Conformity 
with  those  cited  from  Ohio  and  Kentucky,  rejecting  or  limiting  to  a  greater  or 
less  extent  the  master's  exemption  from  liability  to  a  servant  for  the  negligent  . 
conduct  of  his  fellows.  We  agree  with  them  in  holding —  and  the  present  case 
requires  no  further  decision — that  the  conductor  of  a  railway  train,  who  com- 
mands its  movements,  directs  when  it  shall  start,  at  what  stations  it  shall  stop,  at 
what  speed  it  shall  run,  and  has  the  general  manageniient  of  it,  and  control  over 
the  persons  employed  upon  it,  represents  the  company,  and  therefore  that  for  in- 
juries resulting  from  his  negligent  acts  the  company  is  responsible.  If  such  a 
conductor  does  not  represent  the  company,  then  the  train  Is  operated  without 
any  representative  of  its  owner. 

•'  If  now  we  apply  these  views  of  the  relation  of  the  conductor  of  a  railway 
train  to  the  company,  and  to  the  subordinates  under  him  oh  the  train,  the  ob- 
jections urged  to  the  charge  of  the  coiirt  will  be  readily  disposed  of.  Its  lan- 
guage in  some  sentences  may  be  open  to  verbal  criticism;  but  its  purport 
touching  the  liability  of  the  company  is,  that  the  conductor  and  engineer,  though 
both  employees,  were  not  fellow-servants  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is 
used  in  the  decisions;  that  the  former  was  the  representative  of  the  company, 
standing  in  its  place  and  stead  in  the  running  of  the  train,  and  that  the  latter 
was  in  that  particular  his  subordinate,  and  thai  for  the  former's  negligence,  by 
which  the  latter  was  injured,  the  company  was  responsible. 

*•  It  was  not  disputed  on  the  trial  that  the  collisiou  which  caused  the  injiirr 
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complained  of  was  the  result  of  the  negligence  of  the  conductor  of  the  freight 
train,  in  failing  to  show  to  tl^  f  i^n^er  tl^e  of  der  which  he  had  received,  to 
stop  the  train  at  Soath  Minnea^ons  until  tHe  ^vel  train,  coming  on  the  same 
road  from  an  opposite  direction,  had  passed;  and  the  court  charged  the 
jury  that  if  they  so  found,  and  if  the  plaintiff  did  not  contribute  to  his  injuiy 
by  his  own  negligence,  the  company' was- ^liable,  holding  that  the  relation  of 
superior  and  inferior  was  created  by  the  company  as  between  the  two  in  the 
operation  of  its  train;  and  that  they  were  not  within  the  reason  of  the  law 
fellow-serviite  veilgafee|i  fn  the  same  common  employment,    r    ■    r  . 

'*  As  this  cnarge  was  in  oiir^udgment  correct,  the  plaiuwlff  .tobC:.  Jtled  to  re- 
cover upon  the  conceded  negligence  of  the  conductor.  The  charge  on  other 
points  is  immaterial;  whether  correct  or  erroneous,  it  could  not  have  chang^ 
the  result;  the  verdict  of  the  jury  could  not  have  been  otherwise  than  for  the 
plaintiff.  Without  declaring  therefore  whether  any  error  was  committed  in 
the  charge  on  other  points,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  will  not  reverse  the 
judgment  below  if  an  error  was  ^committed  on  the  trial  which  could  not  have 
affected  the  verdict.  Brobst  v.  Brock,  10  Wall.  519.  And  with  respect  to  the 
negligence  of  the  conductor  of  the  gravel  train,  no  instruction  was  given  or 
requested.' 

[Cantra:  Ncuhmlle,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  WTieless,  10  Lea,  741;  s.  c.  48  Am.  Rep. 
317;  Robertson  v.  Terre  Haute,  etc,.  R.  Co,,  78  Ipd.  77;  s.  c  41  Am.  Rep.  552, 
Slater  V.  Jetoett,  85  N.  Y.  61;  s.  c,  39  Am.  riep.  627;  iUiman  v.  Michigan 
Central R.  Go,,  20  ii:  W.  Rep.  788,  Sup  Ot.  Mich.*  Casndy  v.  Maine  Gent.  R. 
Co.,  70  Me.  488.—  Rbp.] 
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ComtituHanal  law  —  Umit  oj  munieipal  indetftsdnea. 

Altboagh  the  Constitation  forbids  any  municipal  corporation  to  incar  an 
indebtness  exceeding  a  specified  percentage  of  its  taxable  property,  yet  a 
city  may  contract  for  a  necessary  supply  of  water  for  twenty  years  at  an  ex- 
pense in  the  aggregate  exceeding  that  limit,  but  to  be  defrayed  annually. 
as  the  water  is  furnished,  and  not  exceeding  the  constitutional  limit  in  any 
y«ar. 

ACTION  for  injunction.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  in- 
junction was  granted  below. 

E,  D.  Grumpacker,  H.  A.  OilUti  and  A.  D.  BariholametOy  for 

appellants. 

W.  Johfision,  ioT  appellee. 

Elliott,  C.  J.  Tlie  complaint  of  the  appellee  avers  that  he  is  a 
resident  taxpayer  of  the  city  of  Valparaiso;  that  the  municipal 
officers  are  about  to  let  a  contract  to  a  water- works  company  for 
supplying  the  v\t\  with  water  for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  at  an 
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annual  expense  to  the  municipality  of  $6^000;  that  the  corporate 
indebtedness  exceeds  five  per  centum  of  the  assessed  value  of  the 
Uxable  property  of  the  city  and  that  there  is  no  money  in  the 
treasury.  The  prayer  of  the  complaint  is  for  an  injunction  re- 
.struining  the  corporate  authorities  from  entering  into  the  contract. 
The  appellants  answered,  admitting  that  the  appellee  was  a  tax- 
payer; that  the  city  was  indebted  in  excess  of  two  per  centum  of 
the  aggregate  value  of  the  taxable  property,  and  averring  that  thi* 
city  has  a  population  of  over  five  thousand  persons  and  is  rapidly 
increasing  in  population;  that  it  has  no  facilities  for  extinguishing 
tires  except  three  cisterns,  which  are  wholly  inadequate;  and  that 
the  safety  of  the  city  demands  that  the  contract  mentioned  in 
the  complaint  be  entered  into  and  a  supply  of  water  secured; 
ihat  the  assessed  value  of  taxable  property,  as  shown  by  the 
assessment  roll,  amounted  to  •1,350,000;  that  from  other  sources 
than  taxation  the  revenue  of  the  city  ie  $2,500  per  annum; 
that  the  ordinary  current  expenditures  are  less  than  $6,000  per 
annum,  and  that  the  annual  revenues  of  the  city  are  sufficient 
to  pay  all  the  ordinary  expenditures  of  the  city  and  the  water  rent 
4>f  $6,000  jwr  annum,  besides  providing  for  the  accumulation  of  a 
>iiikingfund,  as  the  law  requires;  that  the  intention  was  that  the 
terms  of  the  proposed  contract  should  be  so  adjusted  that  when 
the  water-works  were  completed  and  an  installment  of  rent  earned, 
there  would  be  money  sufficient  in  the  treasury  to  pay  it,  derived 
from  current  revenues,  and  to  so  fix  the  time  of  the  payment  of 
future  installments  that  they  should  be  within  the  current  revenues 
of  the  city,  and  yet  leave  money  sufficient  to  meet  all  other  corpo- 
rate expenses. 

A  tax  payer  of  a  municipal  corporation  may  maintain  a  suit  to 
enjoin  the  corporate  authorities  from  entering  into  an  unauthor- 
ized contract.  Sacketi  v.  City  of  New  Albany y  88  Ind.  473;  s.  c, 
45  Am.  Rep.  467;  City  of  Madison  v.  Smith,  83  Ind.  602;  NobU 
v.  City  of  Vincennes,  42^  id.  125;  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  (3d  ed.), 
§  922. 

A  city  has  authority  to  make  contracts  for  a  supply  of  water  for 
the  public  use.  City  of  Vincennesy,  Callender,  86  Ind.  484.  The 
authority  is,  in  a  general  sense,  a  discretionary  one,  but  it  is  by  n<> 
means  without  limitation.  The  authority  is  so  far  of  a  discretion- 
ai-v  character  as  to  authorize  the  corpomte  oflRcers  to  determine; 
when  the  wants  of  the  city  demand  a  supplv  of  water,  and  with 
Vol..  XLIX  — 53 
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this  decision  courts  cannot  interfere.  But  the  power  cannot  be  so 
exercised  as  to  create  a  corporate  debt  beyond  that  limited  by  law, 
nor  can  it  be  so  exercised  as  to  surrender  or  suspend  legislative 
power.  While  it  is  true  that  courts  will  not  interfere  with  the  ex- 
ercise of  discretionary  powers,  it  is  also  true  that  they  will  interfere  to 
prevent  an  abuse  of  discretion,  or  to  prevent  the  corporate  officers 
from  transcending  their  authority.  It  is  also  true  that  courts  will 
not  interfere  with  mere  matters  of  municipal  legislation,  but  when 
the  legislation  is  sought  to  be  made  effective  by  a  ministerial  act  then 
courts  will  interfere  in  cases  where  the  act  transcends  the  authority 
of  the  corporate  officers.  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.,  §§  308,  937,  1048. 
The  execution  of  a  contract  is  a  ministerial  act,  imd  if  tin*  contract 
is  one  in  excess  of  the  corpomti'  authority,  its  execution  may  be 
enjoined. 

The  important  and  controlling  question  which  confronts  us  here 
is  as  to  the  power  of  the  municipal  corporation  to  enter  into  the 
contract  described  in  the  pleadings.  We  have  no  doubt  that  the 
corporation  had  authority  to  contract  for  a  supply  of  water  for  a 
period  of  twenty  years,  and  that  the  contract  cannot  be  overthrown 
solely  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  surrender  of  legislative  power. 
There  is  a  distinction  between  powers  of  a  legislative  character  and 
powers  of  a  business  nature.  The  power  to  execute  a  contract  for 
goods,  for  houses,  for  gas,  for  water  and  tlie  like  is  neither  n 
judicial  nor  a  legislative  power,  but  is  a  purely  busiiiess  power. 
The  question  is  however  so  firmly  settled  by  authority  that  we  deeni 
it  unnecessary  to  further  discuss  it.  City  of  Indianapolis  v. 
JadianapoHs,  etc.,  Co.,  (j(^  Ind.  396;  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  (3d  ed.),  §§ 
473,  474,  authorities  n. 

In  1881  an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  in  which 
tliis  provision  is  incorjiorated:  '*  No  political  or  municipal  corpo- 
ration in  this  State  shall  ever  become  indebted,  in  any  manner  or 
for  any  puq)ose,  to  an  amount,  in  the  aggregate,  exceeding  two  per 
centum  on  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  within  such  corpo- 
ration, to  be  ascertained  by  the  last  assessment  for  State  and  county 
taxes  previous  to  the  incurring  of  such  indebtedness;  and  all  bonds 
or  obligations  in  excess  of  such  amount,  given  by  such  corporation, 
8hall  be  void."  This  provision  received  consideration  in  Sacketi  v. 
^^ily  of  New  Albany,  88  Ind.  473,  but  the  question  the;^  presented 
and  decided  was  very  different  from  that  which  here  faces  us.  The 
})oint  decided  in  that  case  was  that  a  city  could  not  issue  bonds  for 
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current  expenses  where  there  w  ere  no  funds  in  the  treasury  and  the 
existing  indebtedness  exceeded  two  per  centum  of  the  value  of  the 
taxable  property  of  the  municipality.  There  the  question  was  not 
whether  the  claim  which  the  municipal  officers  were  about  to  pay 
in  bonds  was  or  was  not  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution; while  here  that  is  tlie  question,  so  that  we  come  to  the 
decision  of  this  case  unfettered  by  any  former  adjudication  of  this 
court. 

The  question  is  a  grave  one,  and  not  entirely  without  difficulty. 
If  we  hold  that  the  contract  to  pay  an  annual  water  rent  of  $6,000 
during  a  period  of  twenty  years  creates  a  debt  for  the  aggregate  sum 
of  $120,000,  and  is  a  debt  within  the  prohibition  embodied  in  the 
Constitution,  we  should  lay  down  a  principle  that  would,  in  a  great 
majority  of  instances,  put  an  end  to  municipal  government.     If  it 
be  true  that  an  agreement  to  pay  a  given  sum  each  year  for  a  long 
])eriod  of  years  constitutes  a  debt  for  the  aggregate  sum  resulting 
from  adding  together  all  the  yearly  installnients,  then  it  is  ex- 
tremely doubtful  whether  there  is  a  city  in  the  State  that  has  au- 
thority to  repair  a  street,  dig  a  cistern  or  build  a  sidewalk,  for 
nearly  every  city  has  contracts  for  gas  and  water  supplies  running 
for  a  long  series  of  years,  in  which  the  aggregate  amount  of  annual 
rents  would  of  themselves  equal,  if  not  exceed,  the  limit  of  two  per 
centum  on  the  value  of  taxable  property.     We  know,  as  matter  of 
general  knowledge,  that  water  works  and  gas  works  require  the  out- 
lay of  enormous  sums  of  money,  and  that  such  enterprises  are  not 
undertaken  under  contracts  running  for  short  periods  of  time.     If 
the  aggregate  sum  of  all  the  yearly  rents  is  to  be  taken  as  a  debt 
>^ikhin  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  then  many  cities  will  be  left 
without  the  means  of  procuring  things  so  essential  to  public  welfare 
and  safety.     We  are  not  to  presume,  unless  coerced  by  the  rigor  of 
thft  words  used,  that  the  f  ramers  of  the  amendment,  or  the  electors 
who  voted  for  it,  intended  to  destroy  the  corporate  existence  of  our 
municipalities  or  to  leave  them  without  water  or  light.     Nor  are 
we  to  presume  that  the  electors  were  ignorant  of  the  existence,  con- 
dition and  necessities  of  our  great  towns  and  cities.     On  the  con- 
trary, we  are  to  presume  that  these  things  were  known  to   the 
electors,  and  that  they  intended  to  foster  the  best  interests  of  these 
instrumentalities  of  local  government.     An  error  frequently  finds 
its  way  into  trains  of  reasoning  from  the  assumption,  often  made, 
that  the  officers  are  the  corporation.     This  assumption  is  radically 
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erroneous,  for  it  is  the  inhabitants,  and  not  the  officers,  who  con- 
stitute the  public  corporations  of  the  land.  Grant  Corp.  357; 
Lotaber  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  5  Abb.  Pr.  325 ;  Clarke  v.  CUy  of  Roches- 
ter, 24  Barb.  446.  To  deny  the  right  to  procure  water  and  light  is 
to  deny  it  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  towns  and  cities,  and  these 
form  no  inconsiderable  part  of  the  population  of  the  State.  We 
cannot  therefore  by  mere  intendment  declare  that  the  electors  of 
the  State  meant  to  lay  down  a  rule  that  should  practically  take 
from  the  inhabitants  of  our  cities  the  power  to  supply  themselves 
with  water  or  light.  To  reach  the  conclusion  that  they  meant  to 
do  this,  we  must  find  clear  warrant  in  the  language  of  the  consti- 
tutional provision  itself.  We  agree  that  if  it  be  found  that  the 
language  used  is  clear  and  explicit,  we  must  give  it  effect,  no 
matter  how  disastrous  the  consequences  may  be.  While  it  is  our 
duty  to  yield  to  the  words  of  the  Constitution,  still  in  determining 
what  meaning  they  were  intended  to  have,  it  is  proper  to  consider 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  provision  was  adopted  and  the 
object  it  was  intended  to  accomplish.  Cooley  Const.  Lim.  (5th  ed.) 
78,  79. 

In  view  of  the  warring  among  the  adjudged  cases  it  is  not  easy  to 
uffirm  that  the  word  "  debt  "  has  a  firmly  settled  meaning.  In  one 
ease  it  was  said,  '*  But  the  compensation  to  this  contiactor  was  not 
a  debt  within  the  sense  of  this  provision,  until  the  service  was  j^er- 
formed  and  the  contractor  was  entitled  to  be  paid.  It  was,  no 
doubt,  an  obligation,  in  some  sense,  from  the  time  the  contract 
wjis  entered  into,  but  it  was  not  a  debt  in  the  popular  sense  "  of 
the  term.  Weston  v.  City  of  Syracuse,  17  N.  Y.  110.  A  similar 
definition  is  annexed  to  the  word  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
written  by  the  eminent  jurist,  Judge  Denio,  in  Oarriso^h  v.  Howe, 
17  N.  Y.  458.  It  was  said  in  Went  worth  v.  Whittemore,  1  Mass. 
471,  *'  but  whenever  it  is  uncertain  whether  any  thing  will  ever  be 
demandable  by  virtue  of  the  contract  it  cannot  be  called  a  debt." 
By  the  Supreme  Court  of  California  it  was  said:  **  A  sum  payable 
II  1)0 n  a  contingency  however  is  not  a  debt,  or  does  not  become  a 
<lebt  until  the  contingency  has  happened."  People  v.  Argudlo,  37 
Gal.  524.  In  Sackett  v.  City  of  New  Albany,  supra,  this  language 
was  used:  *'  By  '  indebtedness,'  in  this  connection,  we  mean  an 
agreement  of  some  kind  by  the  city  to  pay  money  where  no  suitable 
jirovision  has  been  made  for  the  prompt  discharge  of  the  obligation 
imjiosed  by  the  agreement."     Conceding  that  there  are  cjises  giving 
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the  word  '^  debt"  a  somewhat  different  meaning  from  that  afEb^ed 
to  it  by  tbese  aathorities,  still  they  are  safficient  to  prove,  at  least, 
that  the  word  cannot  be  said  to  have  a  firmly  settled  meaning.  It 
is  not  necessary  for  us  to  decide  that  the  meaning  given  the  word 
in  the  cases  cited  is  that  which  the  word  invariably  possesses,  for  it 
is  snfficient  for  our  purpose  to  assume  that  its  meaning  is  not  so 
fixed  and  definite  as  to  forbid  construction.  The  word  used  in  the 
construction  is  "  indebted,"  but  without  ascertaining  what  the  word 
"debt"  means  we  cannot  affix  a  meaning  to  that  word,  for  its 
popular  meaning  is  "placed  in  debt,"  or  as  Worcester  puts  it, 
** being  in  debt."  It  is  obvious  that  a  corporation  owing  no  debt 
cannot  be  indebted. 

I  Oar  leading  purpose  is  therefore  to  ascertain  what  meaning  the 

authors  of  the  Constitution  intended  the  word  '*  indebted  "  to  have, 
and  we  address  ourselves  to  its  accomplishment.     It  is  clear  that  if 
I  the  city  should  fail  to  perform  its  contract,  the  recovery  would  be 

;  for  damages  for  a  breach  of  contract,  and  not  the  contract  rate  of 

I  compensation,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  true  that  the  whole  of  tlit' 

compensation  is  certainly  demandable  by  the  corporation  with  which 
it  contracts.  It  may  be  that  but  a  small  part  of  even  one  year's 
compensation  can  be  recovered.  On  the  other  hand,  the  failure  of 
the  water  company  to  perform  may  put  an  end  to  the  contract,  ami 
that  would,  of  course,  terminate  all  liability  of  the  muncipal  cor- 
poration. There  could  be  no  action  maintained  against  the  city 
^or  the  recovery  of  compensation  under  the  contract  without  evi- 
dence that  tne  water  had  been  furnished,  and  this  proves  that  there 
is  no  indebtedness  until  the  water  has  been  supplied  in  accordance 
''^ith  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

The  effect  of  the  proposed  contract  is  that  the  city  shall  be  liable 
for  water  as  it  is  furnished  and  not  before.  It  is  not  until  after 
tbe  water  has  been  furnished  that  there  can  be  justly  said  to  be  a 
debt,  for  while  there  might  be  a  liability  for  damages,  in  case  of  a 
breach  on  the  part  of  the  city,  there  is  certainly  none  under  the 
contract  until  the  city  has  received  that  for  which  it  contracted. 
If  it  can  pay  this  indebtedness  when  it  comes  into  existence,  witli- 
^^t  exceeding  the  constitutional  limitation,  then  there  is  no  viola- 
tion of  the  letter,  and  surely  none  of  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution. 
*^e  are  careful  to  say  when  the  debt  comes  into  existence,  and  not 
w  say  when  it  becomes  due,  for  between  these  things  there  is 
^n  essential  difference.      The  object  to  be  accomplished  by  the 
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amendment,  the  condition  and  necessities  of  our  municipalities,  iis 
known  to  the  authors  of  the  amendment,  and  the  just  force  of  the 
hinguage  employed,  authorize  us  to  conclude  that  the  inhibition  of 
the  Constitution  does  not  apply  to  contracts  for  water  to  be  }>aid 
for  as  the  water  is  furnished,  provided  it  is  shown  that  the  contract 
price  can  be  paid  from  the  current  revenues  as  the  water  is  furnished, 
and  without  increasing  the  corporate  indebtedness  beyond  the  con- 
stitutional limit. 

The  adjudged  cases  sustain  our  conclusion.  The  cases  upon 
which  our  case  of  Sackett  v.  City  of  New  Albany,  supra,  is  based, 
were  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  and  having  once 
accepted  the  decisions  of  that  court  as  authoritative,  it  is  both  con- 
sistent and  logical  to  follow  them  so  far  as  we  can  without  yielding 
our  own  deliberate  convictions.  Happily  however  the  decision 
of  that  court  declares  the  rule  to  be  that  which  we  have  here  en- 
deavored to  prove  the  correct  one.  The  case  to  which  we  refer 
is  that  of  East  St.  Louis  v.  East  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Co.,  98  111.  415, 
where  the  subject  was  much  discussed;  three  of  the  members  of  the 
court  wrote  opinions,  but  there  was  no  dissenting  vote.  In  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court,  Sheldon,  J.,  set  forth  the  provision 
of  the  Illinois  Constitution  and  stated  the  argument  of  counsel  to 
be  that  a  contract  similar  to  the  one  here  under  discussion  violated 
the  Constitution,  and  said:  We  do  not  assent  to  the  correctness  of 
this  view.  The  contract  was  for  the  furnishing  of  an  article  for 
nightly  consumption  by  the  city  during  a  period  of  thirty  years, 
fixing  the  price  at  which  the  article  should  be  furnished.  There 
was  no  indebtedness  in  advance  as  any  thing  being  furnished,  but 
indebtedness  arose  if  gas  should  have  been  furnished  along  from 
night  to  night  during  the  period  of  thirty  years.  The  contract 
provides  for  the  payment,  monthly,  at  the  end  of  each  month,  the 
amount  that  became  due  for  the  month  then  ended.  When  the 
company  has  furnished  the  gas  for  a  certain  month,  then  there  is 
a  liability  —  an  indebtedness  arises  —  and  not  before,  as  we  con- 
ceive. Hence  the  amounts  that  might  become  due  and  payable 
uiiilcr  the  contract  in  future  years  did  not  constitute  a  debt 
agjiiiist  the  city  at  the  time  of  the  entering  into  the  contract,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Constitution."  The  decision  in  Prince  v.  City 
of  Quincy,  105  111.  138;  s.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  785,  does  not  overrule 
the  case  we  have  cited,  but  decides  a  different  point  from  the  one 
discussed  in  the  extract  quoted  by  us.     The  point  really  decided  in 
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Prince  v.  Cily  of  Quincy,  supra,  is  stated  with  admirable  precision 
Hnd  clearness  in  the  head-note  jirepared  by  the  editor  of  the 
American  Reports.  The  learned  editor's  statement  is  this :  '*  Where 
the  Constitution  forbids  any  municipal  corporation  to  become  in- 
debted beyond  a  certain  amount  *  in  any  manner  or  for  any  pur- 
pose/ that  amount  may  not  be  exceeded  even  for  necessary  current 
expenses" 

The  clause  in  our  Constitution  is,  in  legal  effect  and  almost  in 
^'»rds,  the  same  as  that  of  Iowa,  and  it  is  evident  that  it  was  taken 
from  the  Constitution  of  that  State.     It  was  said  in  the  argument 
i'l  Prince  v.  City  of  Quincy,  105  111.  216,  that  the  clause  in  the 
IHinois  Constitution  was  taken  from  that  of  Iowa,  and  if  this  be 
tnie,  then  the  Illinois  courts  should  have  looked  to  the  construc- 
tion given  by  the  courts  of  Iowa,  for  it  is  a  familiar  rule  that  where 
i*  clause  is  taken  from  the  Constitution  or  statute  of  another  State, 
it  will  be  deemed  to  have  the  meaning  given  it  by  the  courts  of 
that  State.     Langdon  v.  Applegate,  5   Ind.  327,  is  authority  upon 
tlus  ix>int,  although  it  has  long  since  ceased  to  be  authority  upon 
some  of  the  points  decided;  and  the  cases  of  Fall  v.  Hazelrigg,  45 
Ind.  57G;  s.  c,  15  Am.  Rep.  278,  and   Clark  v.  Jeffersonville,  etc., 
R,  Co.,  44  Ind.  248,  are  in  harmony  with  that  decision  upon  the 
point  to  which  we  have  cited  it.     Cooley  Const.  Lim.  (5th  ed.)l)4. 
Tnmiug  to  the  decisions  of  the  Iowa  courts  we  find  abundant  sii])- 
\mt.     In  Dively  v.  Ctly  of  Cedar  Falls,  27  Iowa,  227,  it  was  held 
that  an  obligation  arising  under  a  contract  to  pay  for  work  when 
it  was  performed  does  not  constitute  an  indebtedness  within   the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  this  decision  has  the  approval  of 
•Judge  DiUon.     1  Dill.    Mun.    Corp.   (3d  ed.),  §  135.     The  ques- 
tion Was  very  fully  discussed  in  Grant  v.  City  of  Davenport,  36 
Iowa,  306,  where  it  was  held  that  a  contract  entered  into  by  the 
^»^y  tor  the  supply  of  water  for  a  term  of  yeai-s,  at  an  annual  rental, 
13  one  relating  to  the  ordinary  expenses  of  the  city  and  that  the 
annual    rental   is   not   an   indebtedness   within   the   meaning    of 
the  Constitution.     One  of   the  illustrations  used    in  the  course  of 
the  opinion  is  so  apt  that  wc  quote  it:     "  Suppose  a  man  having  a 
family  to  support   is   without   other   means   to   do  it.   except  his 
^^*ry,  which   is   adequate   for  that   purpose.     He    is  compelled 
t«  rent  a  house   to  live   in,    and   by   a  contract   for  a  term   of 
/ears  he  can  reduce  its  cost,  and   he  therefore  makes  a  lease  for 
ten  years  at  $300  per  year,  or  $3,000  for  the  term,  the  rent  being 
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payable  monthly,  quarterly  or  annually.  Has  that  man  created 
an  indebtedness  of  $3,000?"  The  cases  of  French  v.  City  of 
Burlington^  42  Iowa,  614,  and  Burlington  Water  Co,  v.  Wood- 
ward, 49  id.  58,  sustain  the  rulings  made  in  the  former  cases.  The 
case  of  Scott  Co,  v.  City  of  Davenport^  34  id.  208,  decides  that 
where  bonds  are  issued  binding  the  corporation  to  pay,  an  indebted- 
ness is  created,  and  the  case  is  distinguished  from  Dively  v.  City  af 
Cedar  Rapids,  supra.  The  cases  of  State  v.  McCauley,  15  Cal.  429, 
and  People  v.  Pacheco,  27  id.  175,  go  very  far  to  sustain  the  doc- 
trines laid  down  by  the  courts  of  Iowa. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  in  Appeal  of  tJie  City  of 
Eri*t,  91  Penn.  St.  398,  held  that  an  agi'eement  binding  the  cor- 
poration to  pay  an  annual  rent  for  property  created  an  indebtedness 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  but  in  the  course  of  the 
opinion  said:  *'  Many  authorities  have  been  cited  for  the  defense, 
none  of  which  seem  to  us  to  bear  upon  the  point  in  issue.  There 
is  one  however  which  we  notice  because  of  its  general  pertinency. 
In  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  section  88,  the  learned  author 
cites  an  Iowa  case,  involving  the  validity  of  a  contract  by  a  city  for 
a  supply  of  water,  in  which  it  is  said:  '  When  a  contract,  made  by 
a  municipal  corporation,  pertains  to  its  ordinary  expenses,  and  is, 
together  with  other  like  expenses,  within  the  limit  of  its  current 
revenues  and  such  special  taxes  as  it  may  legally  and  in  good  faitli 
intend  to  levy  therefor,  such  contract  does  not  constitute  the  '*  in- 
curring of  indebtedness  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
])rovision  limiting  the  power  of  municipal  corporations  to  contract 
debts."  This  we  hesitate  not  to  say  is  a  sound  constitutional  in- 
terpretation, and  in  a  similar  case  might  well  be  adopted  in  tho 
construction  of  our  own  Constitution.  If  the  contracts  and  engage- 
ments of  municipal  corporations  do  not  overreach  their  current 
revenues,  no  objections  can  lawfully  be  made  to  them  however  great 
the  indebtedness  of  such  municipalities  may  be;  for  in  such  chs(* 
tlieir  engagements  do  not  extend  beyond  their  present  means  of 
payment,  and  so  no  debt  is  created.  Had  the  defendant  in  the  bill 
before  us,  instead  of  demurring,  made  answer  that  its  annual 
rovonues  were  sufficient,  over  and  above  the  payment  of  the  interest 
()f  its  indebtedness  and  the  ordinary  expenses  of  the  city  govern- 
ment, to  meet  the  rent  pro])()sod  to  be  paid,  a  very  different  cast* 
would  have  been  presented  for  consideration.  But  the  demurrer, 
:Mlmittin<r,  ns  it  does,  the  allegations  of  the  hill,  raises  the  single 
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question  of  the  power  of  the  city  to  contract  a  new  debt,  notwith- 
s(aiudJDg  its  present  indebtedness  exceeds  the  constitutional  limit, 
and  this  without  reference  to  its  resources  or  present  ability  to  meet 
and  pay  the  contract  intended  to  be  entered  into."     The  case  of 
^'oulson  V.  Oity  of  Portland,  Deady,  481,  does  not  involve  the  ques- 
tion we  are  hei'e  discussing,  for  the  court  stated  the  question  there 
decided  to  be,  "  Can  the  city  lawfully  issue  interest  coupons  to  rail- 
way  bonds,  payable  half  yearly  through  a  period  of  twenty  years, 
and  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  over  $300,000?" 

We  have  reviewed  all  the  cases  cited  by  counsel,  and  such  others 
;w  we  have  been  able  to  find  upon  a  diligent  search,  and  are  satis- 
fied that  the  conclusion  we  have  reached  is  in  harmony  with  tlie 
decisions  made  in  cases  where  the  question  has  been  considered  and 
<lecided,  and  is  not  opposed  in  principle  to  any  of  the  cases  bearing 
upon  the  general  question. 

We  have  assumed  that  tlic  supply  of  water  is  necessary  to  the 
welfare  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  municipality,  and  tliat  it  consti- 
tutes one  of  the  items  of  current  expenditure  essential  to  the  welfare 
of  the  corporation,  and  this  assumption  rests  upon  the  facts  pleaded 
in  the  answer.    This  distinguishes  the  case,  as  is  well  shown  in 
Ctrayit    v,   Cili/   of  Davenport,  supra,   from    the   cases   in   which 
property  is  purchased  or  subscriptions  made  to  the  capital  stock  of 
railroad  or  other  corporations.    It  is  the  items  of  expense  essential 
to  the  maintenance  of  cori)orate  existence,  such  as  light, water,  labor 
and  the  like,  that  constitute  current  expenses  payable  out  of  current 
revenues.    The  authorities  agree  that  current  revenues  may  be  ap- 
plied to  such  purposes  even  though  the  effect  be  to  postpone  judg- 
ment creditors.     Coy  v.  Citi/  Council,  17  Iowa,  1;  Coffin  v.  City 
(hunsel,  26  id.  515;  Grant  v.  City  of  Davenport,  supra.     When 
the  current  revenues  are  sufficient  to  fully  pay  the  current  expenses 
necessarily  incurred  to  maintain  coi-porate  life,  there  cannot  be  said 
to  be  any  debt     We  do  not  assert  that  a  debt  may  be  created  even 
for  current  expenses,  if  its  effect  will  be  to  extend  the  corporate  in- 
debtedness beyond  the  constitutional  limit,  but  we  do  assert  that 
where  the  current  revenues  are  sufficient  to  defray  all  current  ex- 
penses without  increasing  the  indebtedness,  there  is  then  no  cor- 
porate  debt    incurred    for    such    expenses.     To    iUustrate    our 
meaning,  suppose  a  laborer  is  employed  on  the  first  day  of   April 
io  render  services  on  the  first  day  of  May;  that  on  the  day  of  the 
employment  there  is  no  monev  in  the  treasuiT,  but  on  tlie  first  day 
Vou.   XLIX  — 54 
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Miiy,  when  the  services  are  rendered,  there  will  be  more  than 
enough  yielded  by  the  current  revenues;  there  is  in  such  a  case 
really  no  debt.  Again,  suppose  that  on  the  first  day  of  April  gas 
is  needed  for  that  month,  and  that  on  each  day  of  that  month  the 
current  revenues  are  sufficient  to  pay  each  day's  gas  bill,  there  will 
be  no  debt  even  though  there  was  not  sufficient  money  to  pay  the 
month's  account  in  the  treasury  on  the  day  the  contract  was  made. 
Such  contracts  do  not  create  a  debt  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the 
services  in  the  one  case,  or  to  the  furnishing  of  gas  in  the  other; 
they  simply  devote  to  current  expenses  current  revenues.  While 
as  decided  in  Sackelt  v.  Citi/  of  New  Albany,  supruy  the  debt  cannot 
be  made  to  exceed  the  constitutional  limit  even  for  current  expenses, 
no  matter  how  urgent,  yet  current  revenues,  as  they  come  in,  may 
be  used  to  defray  such  expenses,  and  if  they  are  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  then  no  debt  is  created. 

If  a  bond,  note,  or  other  obligation  is  executed,  then  donbtlese 
a  debt  is  created,  for  such  things  constitute  evidences  of  indebted- 
ness, but  that  is  not  the  case  here.  So  if  the  consideration  of  the 
contract  is  received  at  once,  instead  of  being  yielded  in  the  future 
or  at  intervals,  then  it  might  be  said  that  there  was  a  debt,  but 
where  there  is  nothing  owing  until  after  the  thing  contracted  for 
is  done  or  furnished,  and  that  thing  is  a  part  of  the  necessary 
yearly  expenses  of  the  municipality,  there  will  be  no  debt,  if  when 
the  thing  is  done  or  furnished  there  will  be  money  in  the  treasury, 
yielded  by  current  revenues,  sufficient  to  fully  pay  the  claim  without 
encroaching  upon  other  funds.  This  we  understand  to  be  the  case 
made  by  the  answer,  and  we  think  it  a  case  not  within  the  inhibi- 
tion contained  in  the  constitutional  amendment. 

If  a  different  view  be  taken  from  that  which  we  maintain,  start- 
ling results  would  follow  in  the  application  of  the  principle  to  other 
cases.  Take,  for  instance,  a  merchant  having  a  large  number  of 
clerks  employed  for  a  year  each,  and  at  a  fixed  salary,  could  such  :i 
merchant  in  making  out  his  tax-list  deduct  the  aggregate  amount 
of  ail  the  salaries  computed  to  the  end  of  the  year,  on  the  ground 
that  it  constituted  an  indebtedness?  Take  again  the  same  sup- 
posed case,  and  would  any  one  say  that  the  merchant's  solvency 
was  to  be  determined  by  taking  into  consideration  the  aggregate  of 
the  salaries  that  would  be  due  his  clerks  at  the  end  of  the  year  ? 
Take  for  another  example,  the  case  of  a  private  corporation  actively 
eu^ged  in  business-  could  it  be  j)UPhed  to  the  wall  on  the  gronnc^ 
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that  it  was  insolvent,  by  evidence  that  it  had  contracted  with  a 
large  number  of  men  for  a  year's  service,  and  that  the  aggregate 
sam  due  at  the  end  of  the  year  would  be  much  greater  than  the 
value  of  its  property  at  the  opening  of  the  year?  Take  still  another 
example,  a  municipal  corporation  —  and  here  there  need  be  no  sup- 
l>osition  —  with  its  officers  (some  of  them  with  terms  of  several 
years),  its  policemen  and  its  firemen,  is  it  indebted,  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  year,  for  the  grand  aggregate  of  all  the  salaries  to  the  end 
of  all  the  terms?  In  the  case  of  the  merchant  and  of  the  private  cor- 
poration, it  certainly  would  be  held,  without  hesitation  or  doubt, 
that  if  the  current  income  or  profit  would  discharge  the  obligations 
there  would  be  no  indebtedness;  and  this  must  be  true  of  municipal 
corporations  in  cases  where  there  will  be  money  in  the  treasury,  de- 
rived from  current  revenues,  sufficient  to  pay  for  services  rendered 
or  things  furnished,  as  part  of  the  current  corporate  expenses, 
when  the  services  are  rendered  or  the  things  actually  furnished. 
Expenses  of  such  a  character  should  be  deemed  incidental  expenses 
of  the  corporate  business,  and  not  debts,  and  as  long  at  least  as  the 
current  revenues  will  pay  these  expenses  without  taking  from  funds 
devoted  to  other  purposes  by  command  of  the  corporate  charter 
what  properly  belongs  to  them,  there  is  no  indebtedness  within  tlie 
meaning  of  the  Constitution. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  instructions  to  overrule  the  demurrer 
to  the  answer,  and  to  proceed  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


WiLBY   v.  BaUMQARDNER. 

(07  Ind.  66.) 

Oontraet  —  restraint  of  trade. 

On  lb®  sale  af  a  stock  of  goods  and  a  lease,  the  seller  engaged  not  to  re-engage 
in  that  basiness  for  five  years.     Held,  void.* 

ACTION  on  contract.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaint- 
iff had  judgment  below. 

♦  See  HtMard  v.  MUUr  (27  Mich.  15),  15  Am.  Rep.  158. 
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J.  8,  Dailey  and  L,  Mocky  for  appellant. 
/.  Morris  and  T,  W.  Wilson,  for  appellees. 

Black,  C.  The  complaint,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  appellees 
against  the  appellant,  consisted  of  a  number  of  paragraphs,  to 
all  of  which  except  the  third  demurrers  were  sustained.  .A  de- 
murrer to  the  third  paragraph,  for  want  of  sufficient  facts,  was 
overruled.     This  ruling  alone  is  assigned  as  error. 

The  action  was  upon  a  contract  in  writing,  by  which  the  appel- 
lant sold  to  the  appellees  the  former's  entire  stock  of  dry  goods, 
boots  and  shoes,  merchandise  and  fixtures  in  his  store  in  Bluifton, 
at  cost,  less  a  certain  per  cent,  and  agreed  to  transfer  to  them  his 
lease  on  the  building  occupied  by  him  for  his  store-room,  and  his 
unexpired  insurance  on  said  stock,  and  agreed  '*  not  to  engage  in 
the  dry  goods  business  for  a  term  of  five  years  from  "  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  being  the  29th  of  December,  1881,  the  appellees  agree- 
ing on  their  part,  by  way  of  payment,  to  transfer  to  the  appellant 
a  certain  farm,  which  was  to  represent  the  sum  of  $6,000,  to  exe- 
cute to  him  their  promissory  note  for  $1,000,  and  for  the  balance 
to  execute  their  promissory  notes,  secured  by  mortgage  on  certain 
lands  of  one  of  the  appellees.  And  it  was  agreed  by  all  the  parties 
that  "for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  above  contract,  we 
hereby  bind  ourselves  to  each  other  in  the  sum  of  $1,000,  liquidated 
damages." 

It  was  alleged  that  the  appellees  intending  to  engage  in  the  dry 
goods  business  in  said  town,  the  contract  was  entered  into  by  them 
and  the  appellaiit  for  such  purpose;  that  immediately  after  the 
purchase  the  appellees  engaged  in  said  business  in  said  town,  and 
that  they  were  still  continuing  the  same.  The  breach  alleged  was 
that  in  September,  1882,  the  appellant  purchased  a  large  stock  of 
dry  goods,  of  the  value  of  $10,000,  and  with  them  opened  a  dry 
goods  store  in  said  town,  within  a  few  doors  of  the  place  of  business 
of  the  appellees,  and  engaged  in  the  dry  goods  business  in  said  town, 
and  still  continued  the  same;  that  during  the  time  he  had  been 
thus  engaged  in  business,  he  had  sold  a  large  amount  of  dry  goods 
in  said  town,  the  amount  of  $10,000,  thereby  taking  away  from 
the  appellees  said  trade,  to  their  damage  $1,500,  for  which  they 
demanded  judgment. 

The  only  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  the  agreement  in  re- 
st rain  t  of  trade  wiis  valid. 
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^  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  is  void,  if  the  restraint  be  un- 
^^onable,  and  the  question  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  restric- 
tion is  one  of  law,  to  be  determined  by  the  court;  and  the  contract 
is  supported  or  avoided  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  "  Whatever 
restraint  is  larger  than  the  necessary  protection  of  the  party  with 
whom  the  contract  is  made,  is  unreasonable  and  void,  as  being  in- 
jarious  to  the  interests  of  the  public,  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy."  Mallan  v.  May,  11  M.  &  W.  653,  quoting  from  Horner 
V.  Graves,  7  Bing.  735.  See  also  Beard  v.  Dennis,  6  Ind.  200: 
Barrison  v.  Lockhart,  25  id.  112;  Whart.  Cont.,  §  433,  and 
authorities  there  cited. 

In  the  contract  now  before  us,  the  transaction  was  not  expressed 
as  a  sale  of  the  good-will  of  the  business,  or  as  a  sale  of  the  business. 
Bat  it  would  have  made  no  difference  if  there  had  been  an  exprest* 
sale  of  the  good-will.  Where  a  person  carrying  on  any  business 
sells  his  stock  in  trade,  or  his  business  and  his  good  will,  and  m 
the  transaction  agi'ees  not  to  carry  on  the  same  business,  with  a 
limitation  upon  the  restraint  as  to  time  but  none  as  to  space,  the 
agreement  as  to  such  restraint  is  wholly  void. 

This  must  be  so  if  the  test  be  that  the  contract  is  to  be  sup- 
|H)rted  or  avoided  on  the  ground  of  public  policy.  If  it  be  prejudi- 
cial to  the  public  interest  for  a  citizen  to  be  debarred  from  pur- 
suing anywhere  the  calling  in  which  he  has  acquired  skill  or  pro- 
ficiency, or  to  encourage  the  establishment  of  monopolies  by  pre- 
venting competition,  it  must  be  so  for  definite  as  well  as  for  in- 
definite periods  of  time.  A  contract  that  would  put  it  in  the 
power  of  one  party  to  prevent  the  other  from  carrying  on  his  call- 
ing anywhere  whatever  is  unreasonable. 

t'ARKE,  B.,  in  Ward  v.  Byrne,  5  M.  &  W.  548,  said:  "  When 
a  general  restriction,  limited  only  as  to  time,  is  imposed,  the  public 
arc  altogether  losers,  for  that  time,  of  the  services  of  the  individual, 
and  do  not  derive  any  benefit  whatever  in  return;  and  looking  at 
the  authorities  cited  upon  this  subject,  it  does  not  appear  that 
there  is  one  clear  authority  in  favor  of  a  total  restriction  on  trade, 
limited  only  as  to  time."    All  the  judges  concurred. 

WhUtaker  v.  Hawe,  3  Beav.  383,  it  is  said  by  Mr.   Benjamin 

/Benj.  Sales,  §  525),  "has  been  practically  overruled  in  the  later 

csaes;'^  and  Rousillon  v.  Rousillon,  L.  E.,  14  Ch.  D.  351;  35  Am. 

Bep.  269,  is  distinguished  in  Wharton  on  Contracts,  section  430 

//  seq-,  and  notes,  as  involving  a  question  of  breach  of  trust. 
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A  restraint  ualimited  as  to  space  has  been  held  not  unreason- 
able where  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  was  a  trade  secret. 
Leather  Cloth  Co,  v.  Lorsont^  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  Cas.  345. 

Where  the  restraint  is  applied  in  the  contract  to  a  limited  and 
reasonable  space^  and  also  extended  to  an  unlimited  or  unreasonable 
s])ace,  the  contract  may  be  held  to  be  divisible^  and  the  restriction 
as  to  the  reasonable  limits  expressed  may  be  enforced;  as  a  covenant 
not  to  enter  into  the  manufacture  of  matches  in  St.  Louis  or  any 
other  place  for  five  years  was  held  valid  as  to  St  Louis.  PeUz  v. 
Bichele,  62  Mo.  171.  See  also  Mallan  v.  Matfy  supra  ;  NicholU  v. 
Stretton,  10  Q.  B.  346. 

The  restraint  in  the  case  at  bar  cannot  be  enforced.  The  ques- 
tion, whether  the  sum  in  which  the  contract  purported  to  bind  the 
parties  for  faithful  performance  should  be  regarded  as  liquidated 
damages  or  as  a  penalty^  is  not  before  us  and  is  immaterial. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Per  Cubiam.  Is  is  ordered,  upon  the  foregoing  opinion,  that 
ilie  judgment  be  reversed,  at  the  costs  of  the  appellees,  with  in- 
struction to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  third  paragraph  of  the 
complaint. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled. 


RicB  V.  Nixon. 

(97  Ind.  97.) 

Bailment  —  storage  of  grain — fire. 

Where  a  warehouseman  receives  grain  on  storage,  and  pats  it  in  a  bin  with  his 
own  and  that  belonging  to  others,  and  sells  therefrom,  always  resenring 
enough  to  answer  the  demand  of  each  owner,  he  is  not  Hable  to  the  depositors 
for  loss  by  fire  not  attributable  to  his  fault.* 

ACTION  for  grain  stored.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The 
defendant  had  judgment  below. 

J,  S.^  Nave.  B,  F,  Begler,  W.  S.  Potter  and  A.  A.  Rice,  for  appel- 
lants. 

T.  F,  Davidson,  for  appellee. 

♦  To  same  effect,  Bottenberg  v.  Nixon,  97  Ind.  106. 
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KUiiOTT,  C.  J.     The  appellee  was  a  warehouseman,  and  it  was  his 

cTUstom  to  receive  wheat  on  deposit  and  to  place  it  in  a  common  bin 

^vith  wheat  bought  by  him,  and  it  was  also  his  custom  to  sell  wheat 

I'roni  this  bin,  bul  of  this  custom  the  appellants  had  no  knowledge. 

In  August,  1882,  the  appellant  Victoria  Rice  deposited  with  the  ap- 

]|)elleetwo  hundred  and  ten  bushels  of  wheat;  this  was  thrown  into 

the  common  bin  in  accordance  with  the  custom  of  the  ap^iellee,  and 

A%'itli  it  was  mingled  wheat  bought  by  him  and  wheat  stored  by 

other  depositors,  and  from  this  bin  wheat  was  sold,  from  time  to 

time,  but  there  was  always  in  the  bin  wheat  enough  to  supply  all 

depositors,  and  at  any  time  before  the  destiniction  of  the  wai*ehou8e 

l>y  an  accidental  fire  the  appellant  could  have  received  from  the  bin 

:ill  the  wheat  she  had  deposited.     Some  time  after  the  storage  of 

the  wheat  the  warehouse  and  all  its  contents  were  destroyed  by  fire, 

hut  the  fire  was  not  attributable  to  the  wrong  or  negligence  of  the 

appellee.     No  demand  was  made  for  the  wheat  until  after  its  de* 

struction.     The  wheat  was  stored  with  the  appellee,  and  there  was 

110  agreement  that  the  bailor  should  have  an  option  to  demand  the 

^i*ain  or  its  value  in  money. 

There  are  cases  in  which  a  bailee  is  responsible  for  the  loss  of 
g« Kids  where  he  commingles  them  with  his  own,  but  this  principle 
doc\s  not  apply  where  a  warehouseman  receives  grain  to  be  stored 
for  the  owner.  Articles  of  such  a  character  can  be  separated  by 
measurement,  and  no  injury  result  to  the  owner  from  the  act  of  the 
warehouseman  in  mingling  them  with  like  articles  of  his  own. 
This  doctrine  is  older,  at  least,  than  Lupton  v.  White,  15  Vesey  Jr. 
432,  for  there  Lord  Eldok  said:  **  What  are  the  cases  in  the  old 
law  of  a  mixture  of  com  or  flour?  If  one  man  mi-xes  his  com  or 
flour  with  that  of  another,  and  they  were  of  equal  value,  the  latter 
must  have  the  given  quantity;  but  if  articles  of  different  value  are 
mixed,  producing  a  third  value,  the  aggregate  of  both,  and  through 
the  fault  of  the  person  mixing  them,  the  other  party  cannot  tell 
what  was  the  original  value  of  his  property,  he  must  have  the 
whole."  Chancellor  Kent  takes  a  like  view  of  the  question  and 
his  last  editor.  Judge  Holmes,  cites  a  great  many  cases  upon  the 
dubject.  2  Kent  Com.  (12th  ed.)  365,  590.  This  is  the  view 
taken  by  the  text-writers  and  courts  generally  in  cases  where  the 
de)K)sit  is  made  with  a  warehouseman.  Story  Bail.,  §  40;  Law  of 
IVutl.  Ex.,  §  152;  2  Schouler  Pers.  Prop.,  §  46;  6  Am.  Law  Rev. 
457;  2  Bl.  Com.  (Cooley's  ed.)  404>n^    There  is  however,  as  shown 
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by  the  cases  eited^  some  conflict  of  opinion,  but  as  said  in  a  late 
work,  the  great  weight  of  authority  is  that  the  contract  is  one  of 
bailment  and  not  of  sale,  the  warehouseman  and  the  depositor  be- 
coming owners  as  tenants  in  common.  Law  of  Prod.  Ex.,  §  154, 
auth.  n.  9. 

To  the  authorities  cited  by  the  authors  referred  to  may  be  added 
Ledyard  v.  Hibbard,  48  Mich.  421;  s.  c,  42  Am.  Rep.  474;  Nehon 
V.  Brown,  44  Iowa,  465;  Sexton  v.  Graham,  53  id.  181;  Nelson  v. 
Brown,  id.  555;  Irons  v.  Kentner,  51  id.  88;  s.  c.,  33  Am.  Rep. 
119,  where  the  rule  is  carried  much  farther  than  is  necessary  in  the 
present  instance.  The  rule  which  we  accept  as  the  true  one  is  re- 
quired by  the  commercial  interests  of  the  country,  and  is  in  har- 
mony with  the  cardinal  principle  that  the  intention  of  contracting 
parties  is  always  to  be  given  effect.  It  is  not  unknown  to  us,  nor 
can  it  be  unknown  to  any  court,  for  it  is  a  matter  of  great  public 
notoriety  and  concern,  that  a  vast  part  of  the  grain  business  of  the 
country  is  conducted  through  the  medium  of  elevators  and  ware- 
houses, and  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  warehousemen  in  receiving 
grain  for  storage,  or  depositors  in  intrusting  it  to  them  for  tliat 
purpose,  intended  or  expected  that  each  lot,  whether  of  many 
thousand  bushels,  or  of  a  few  hundred,  should  be  placed  in  separat<^ 
receptacles;  on  the  contrary,  the  course  of  business  in  this  great 
branch  of  commerce,  made  known  to  us  as  a  matter  of  -public 
knowledge  and  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  land,  leads  to 
the  presumption  that  both  the  warehouseman  and  the  depositor  in- 
tended that  the  gi*ain  should  be  placed  in  a  common  receptacle  and 
ti-eatcd  as  common  property.  This  rule  secures  to  the  depositor 
all  that  in  justice  he  can  ask,  namely,  that  his  grain  shall  be  ready 
for  him  in  kind  and  quantity  whenever  he  demands  it.  Any  other 
rule  would  impede  the  free  course  of  commerce  and  render  it  prac« 
tically  impossible  to  handle  our  immense  crops.  It  is  reasonable  to 
presume  that  the  warehouseman  and  his  depositor  did  not  intend 
that  the  coui*se  of  business  should  be  interrupted,  and  that  they  did 
not  intend  that  the  almost  impossible  thing  of  keeping  each  lot,  small 
or  great,  apart  from  the  common  mass,  should  be  done  by  the  ware- 
houseman. If  the  warehouseman  is  not  bound  to  place  grain  in  a 
separate  place  for  each  depositor,  then  the  fact  that  he  puts  it  in  a 
common  receptacle  with  grain  of  his  own  and  that  of  other  deposi- 
tors does  not  make  him  a  purchaser,  and  if  he  is  not  a  purchaser, 
then  he  is  a  bailee.     In  all  matters  of  contract  the  intention  of  the 
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parties  gives  character  and  effect  to  the  transaction,  and  in  such  a 
case  as  this  the  circumstances  declare  that  the  intention  was  to 
make  a  contract  of  bailment  and  not  a  contract  of  sale.  The  dnties, 
rights  and  liabilities  of  warehousemen  are  prescribed  by  the  law  as 
declared  by  the  courts  and  the  legislature,  and  as  matter  of  law, 
it  is  known  to  us  that  a  warehouseman,  by  placing  grain  received 
from  a  depositor  in  a  common  receptacle,  and  treating  it  as  the 
usages  of  trade  warrant,  does  not  become  the  buyer  of  jthe  grain, 
unless  indeed  there  is  some  stipulation  in  the  contract  imposing 
that  character  upon  him. 

The  cases  in  our  own  reports,  cited  by  counsel  for  the  appellants, 
do  not  oppose  the  conclusion  here  reached.  In  Pribble  v.  Kent, 
10  Ind.  325,  the  defendants  received  of  the  plaintiff  one  hundred 
and  thirty-two  bushels  of  grain,  and  on  demand  failed  to  deliver 
the  wheat,  and  it  was  held  that  an  action  would  lie,  but  the  con- 
tract was  held  to  be  one  of  bailment,  and  not  of  sale.  It  is  plain 
therefore  that  in  the  case  cited  there  was  no  such  ruling  as  that 
asked  by  the  appellants  in  the  present  case  ;  on  the  contrarv,  the 
ruling  overturns  their  theory.  In  Ewing  v.  French,  1  Blackf.  353, 
and  Carlisle  v.  Wallace,  12  Ind.  252,  the  wheat  was  delivered  to  a 
miller  to  be  ground  into  flour,  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  sale,  on 
the  ground  that  the  character  of  the  article  was  to  be  entirely 
changed,  and  a  new  and  different  article  was  to  be  given  by  the 
miUer  to  his  customer  in  return  for  the  wheat.  In  the  last  of  the 
cases  cited  the  option  of  demanding  wheat,  flour  or  money  was 
vested  in  the  depositor,  so  that  he  had  the  option  of  making  the 
contract  one  of  bailment  or  one  of  sale,  and  he  exercised  that  option 
by  treating  the  transaction  as  a  sale.  In  the  case  under  examina- 
tion there  was  no  option,  for  it  is  expressly  found  that  the  wheat 
was  received  by  the  warehouseman  for  storage.  The  case  of  AsJiby 
V.  West,  3  Ind.  170,  holds  that  one  who  delivers  wheat  to  be  manu- 
factured into  flour  is  the  owner  of  the  flour,  and  may  maintain  re- 
plevin, the  court  saying  :  "  We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  that 
contract  is  one  of  bailment,  and  not  of  sale,"  and  this  is  against 
the  contention  of  the  appellants. 

In  deciding  that  the  contract  was  one  of  bailment,  and  not  of 
sale,  we  determine  the  only  debatable  question  in  the  case,  for  it 
has  been  long  settled  that  where  property  in  the  custody  of  a  bailee 
is  destroyed  by  an  accidental  fire,  and  there  has  been  no  fault  or 
negligence  on  his  part,  he  is  not  liable. 

we  have  examined  the  rulings  on  the  demurrers  to  the  answers 
and  think  they  were  correct,  but  if  we  were  wrong  in  this  there 
could  be  no  reversal,  because  the  special  finding  clearly  shows  the 
CTonnd  on  which  the  judgment  rests,  and  from  this  it  appears  that 
jf  the  rulings  were  erroneous  the  errors  were  harmless. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Vol.  XUX  — 65 
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(97  Ind.  Ul.) 

Ferry  —  responsibilUy  for  horses. 

A  ferryman,  receiving  horses  in  charge  of  a  driyer  for  transportation,  is  not 
liable  for  an  accident  to  them,  in  the  absence  of  negligence  on  his  part.* 


A 


(?TION  for  injury  to  u  horse.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 
The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

T,  F,  Davidson,  for  appellant. 


J,  Jump  and  C.    H'.   Ward,  for  appellee. 

Black,  C.  The  appellant  brought  his  action  a^inst  the  a[)pellee 
to  recover  damages  for  an  iniury  to  a  horse  of  the  plaintiff,  oc- 
casioned by  the  negligence  of  tne  defendant.  There  was  an  answer 
of  general  denial,  and  upon  a  trial  by  the  court  a  special  finding 
was  rendered,  to  the  conclusions  of  law  in  which  the  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted.    He  also  moved,  unsuccessfully,  for  a  new  trial. 

The  court  found  '*  that  on  the  2l8t  day  of  November,  1883,  and 
for  more  than  fifteen  years  prior  thereto,  the  defendant  was  en- 
gaged in  running  a  ferrv-boat  for  hire,  f of  the  ferriage  of  persons, 
teams,  stock  and  freight  across  the  Wabash  river  at  the  town  of 
Perrysville;  that  the  defendant's  ferry-boat  was  an  ordinary  ferry- 
flat,  forty  feet  in  length  and  eight  to  ten  feet  in  width,  having  at 
each  end  an  apron  or  platform,  extending  across  the  boat,  and 
three  or  four  feet  in  width,  used  to  anchor  the  boat  to  the  shore 
and  to  make  the  entrance  to  and  exit  from  the  boat  more  safe  and 
convenient  for  teams  and  vehicles  ;  that  the  apron  was  attached  to 
the  boat  by  strap  hinges,  and  there  was  a  space  of  two  and  one- 
half  inches  intervening  between  the  boat  and  the  apron.  The 
court  further  finds  that  on  said  21st  day  of  November,  1883,  the 
plaintiff  drove  his  team  of  horses,  attached  to  a  wagon  loaded  with 
wheat,  upon  tlie  defendant's  ferry-boat,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
ferried  across  from  tlie  east  to  the  west  bank  of  the  river;  that  the 
stream  was  safely  crossed,  and  the  boat  anchored  to  the  western 
shore  of  the  river,  and  the  plaintiff  was  directed  by  the  defendant 
to  drive  his  team  off  the  boat,  and  that  he  undertook  to  do  so;  that 
as  the  team  was  in  the  act  of  crossing  the  apron  from  the  boat  to 
the  shore,  one  of  the  plaintiff's  horses  became  frightened  at  some 
object  on  the  shore  or  boat,  and  shied,  crowding  the  other  animal 
off  into  the  mud  and  water  ;  that  the  horse  still  remaining  upon 
the  apron,  in  his  struggles,  8lipi>ed  the  small  part  of  his  leg,  tnat 

♦See  2>»id^y  v.  Cmnden,  etc..  Ferry  Co.  (18  Vr.  25),  86  Am.  Rep.  501. 
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part  between  the  pastern-joint  and  the  knee,  into  the  crack  between 
the  apron  and  the  boat ;  that  this  was  done  from  the  outer  Side  of 
the  apron;  that  it  was  not  possible  for  the  horse  to  get  his  foot 
down  through  the  crack ;  that  while  the  animal's  leg  was  so  fast- 
ened in  the  crack,  he  lunged  forward  and  broke  it,  totally  destroy- 
ing the  usefulness  and  value  of  the  animal,  and  it  thereby  became 
necessary  to  kill  him.  The  court  further  finds  that  the  animal  was 
of  the  value  of  one  hundred  dollars,  and  that  the  plaintiff  retained 
the  custody  and  control  of  his  team  while  on  the  defendant's  boat: 
that  he  exercised  due  care  and  caution  in  its  management,  and  paid 
the  defendant  the  regular  price  of  ferriage  for  takmg  him  and  his 
team  across  the  river.  The  court  further  finds  that  the  defendant 
had  constantly  used  the  boat,  with  its  aprons  attached  as  they  were 
at  the  time  of  the  accident  to  the  plaintiff's  horse,  for  four  years, 
and  that  many  teams  had  been  landed  from  the  boat  daily  during 
that  time,  except  when  the  river  was  impassable,  and  that  no  similar 
liccident  had  ever  occurred  before,  and  that  for  the  ten  years  before 
that  time  he  had  used  a  boat  with  aprons  similarly  attached,  from 
which  teams  had  daily  landed,  except  when  the  river  was  impassable, 
and  that  during  that  time  no  such  accident  has  happened." 

The  court  stated  as  its  conclusion  of  law  *'upon  the  foregoing 
facts,  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  injury 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff's  horse." 

When  one  engaged  in  the  business  of  a  ferryman  for  hire,  in  the 
course  of  such  business,  receives  upon  his  ferry-boat  for  transporta- 
tion a  traveller  with  horses  attached  to  a  vehicle  and  driven  by  the 
traveller,  who  retains  possession  and  control  of  the  horses  and  ve- 
hicle upon  the  boat,  the  responsibility  of  the  ferryman  in  relation 
ii>  such  animals  is  not  the  common-law  responsibility  of  a  common 
carrier  of  goods  in  his  exclusive  custody  and  control.  In  such  a 
case  the  ferryman  has  certain  duties  to  perform,  and  is  liable  for 
loss  or  injury  occurring  through  his  neglect  to  perform  them,  un- 
less there  be  contributory  fault  on  the  part  of  the  traveller.  Among 
these  is  the  duty  to  provide  reasonably  safe  and  convenient  means 
for  the  departure  from  the  boat  of  horses  and  vehicles  transported 
thereon.  While  v.  Winnisimmet  Co.,  7  Cush.  155 ;  Wyckoff  v. 
Qimms  County  Ferry  Co.,  52  N.  Y.  32 ;  s.  c,  11  Am.  Rep.  650  ; 
Harvey  v.  Rose,  26  Ark.  3;  s.  c,  7  Am.  Rep.  595;  Lewis  v.  Smith, 
lu7  Mass.  334;  Le  Barron  v.  East  Boston  Ferry  Co.,  11  Allen,  312; 
JSchoul.  Bailm.  433;  Whart.  Neff.,  §  706,  et  seq. 

The  complaint  in  the  case  at  bar  charged  that  the  injury  to  the 
horse  occurred  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  m  keep- 
ing and  maintaining  his  boat  in  an  unsafe  and  dangerous  condition, 
and  without  any  fault  or  negligence  of  the  plaintiff.  The  question 
of  the  negligence  of  the  deiendant  was  in  issue,  and  the  burden  of 
showing  his  negligence  was  upon  the  plaintiff. 

The  court  did  not  find  whether  or  not  the  defendant  was  negli- 
gent Amon^  the  facts  stated  in  the  finding  were  evidential  facts 
relating  to  this  question.     Whether  any  of  the  facts  stated  did  not 
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constitute  proper  evidence  need  not  be  decided.  Without  a  finding 
showing  defendant's  negligence,  there  could  be  no  conclusion  of 
law  pj^inst  him. 

In  Farker  v.  Hubble,  75  Ind.  580,  there  was  a  special  finding  in 
which  the  court  did  not  state  an  ultimate  fact,  the  burden  of  prov- 
ing which  was  upon  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  conclusion  of  law 
was  stated;  but  matter  of  evidence  tending  to  prove  such  fact  was 
set  out  in  the  finding.  This  court,  in  reversing  the  judgment  for 
error  in  the  conclusion  of  law  because  of  the  want  of  a  finding  of 
such  fact,  granted  leave  to  move  for  a  venire  de  novo  to  the  appellee, 
thus  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  special  finding  to  be  entitled  to  a 
finding  as  to  such  fact 

But  in  the  case  now  before  us  the  burden  of  proving  the  fact 
which  the  court  did  not  find  was  upon  the  party  exceptmg  to  the 
conclusion  of  law,  and  the  conclusion  was  right  upon  the  facts 
found. 

The  only  cause  assigned  in  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  stated  in 
uifferent  forms,  was  that  the  finding  was  not  sustained  by  sufiScient 
evidence.  All  the  facts  stated  in  the  finding  were  sustained  by  the 
evidence,  though  as  to  some  of  them  there  was  conflicting  testi- 
mony. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam. —  Upon  the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  is 
affirmed,  at  the  appellant's  costs. 

On  Petition  for  Rehearing. 

Elliott,  C.  J.  We  have  examined  the  argument  on  the  peti- 
tion for  a  rehearing  with  care,  but  find  no  reason  to  doubt  the  sound- 
ness of  our  conclusion  expressed  in  the  opinion  heretofore  filed. 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  law  that  a  common  carrier  is  prima  facie 
liable,  where  it  is  proved  that  the  passenger  took  passage  and  was 
injured  witliout  fault  on  his  part,  unless  the  evidence  proving  the 
accident  also  shows  that  the  injury  was  not  attributable  to  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  carrier.  Terre  naute,  elc^  R.  Co.  v.  Buck,  96  Ind. 
346;  Memphis,  etc.,  Co.  v.  McCooh  83  id.  392  ;  s.  c,  43  Am.  Eep. 
71 ;  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  74  Ind.  462.  But  this 
rule  does  not  govern  this  case.  Here  the  owner  took  his  horses  on 
boai-d  the  feriy-boat  and  remained  in  charge  of  them.  If  the  fer- 
ryman had  all  the  suitable  and  reasonable  accommodations  for  safe 
conveyance,  and  used  due  care,  he  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  to 
horses  taken  on  the  boat  and  kept  in  charge  of  the  owner.  Whart. 
ISTeg.,  §  707,  auth.  n.  There  is  m  this  case  no  finding  that  the  boat 
was  not  reiifionably  safe;  on  the  contrary,  the  inference  is  that  the 
accident  occurred  not  because  the  boat  was  not  suitably  constructed 
but  because  one  of  the  horses,  becoming  unmanageable,  crowded 
the  other  horse  off  the  boat  and  thrust  his  own  leg  into  the  open- 
ing between  the  boat  and  the  apron.  There  is  no  finding  that  the 
upiMiing   was  cuuschI  by  tlie  defective  construction  of  the  boat,  or 
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that  it  was  caused  by  the  negligent  act  of  the  appellee;  for  aught 
that  appears  the  boat  may  have  been  properly  constructed  and 
managed  with  due  care.  Kennedy  v.  Mayor,  73  N.  Y.  865;  8.*  c, 
29  Am.  Bep.  169^  is  not  at  all  in  point,  for  there  the  court  took  the 
case  from  tne  jury  on  the  ground  that  the  unmanageability  of  the 
horse  was  the  cause  of  the  accident. 

It  is  an  old  and  well  settled  rule  that  a  party  who  has  the  burden 
cannot  have  a  judgment,  unless  all  the  facts  essential  to  a  recovei^ 
are  stated  in  the  special  finding  or  verdict.  Dixon  v.  Duke,  85 
lud.  434.  It  is  equally  well  settled  that  no  inferences  will  be 
made,  except  inferences  of  law  arising  out  of  the  facts.     2  Tidd 


Pr.  897,  auth.  n. 


Petition  overruled. 


Lajthan  y. .  Orooker. 

(97  Io(L  1(0.) 
Mortgage  —  exeeplion — mistake  —  evidence. 

A  mortgage  was  executed  apon  laod,  excepting  "  twenty  acres  from  the  north- 
east corner  of  said  above  described  tract  of  land,  formerly  deeded  to  Wm. 
Davis  and  Emeline  M.  Davis."  In  an  action  to  recover  the  said  twenty  acres 
held,  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  twenty  acres  in- 
tended to  be  excepted  was  not  in  the  nortb-east  corner,  but  off  the  south  end. 

ACTION  to  recover  land.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

O.  W.  Best  and  J.  M.  Vanfleet,  for  appellants. 

H.  D.  Wilson  and  W,  J.  Davis,  for  appellee. 

Best,  C.  The  appellee  brought  this  action  to  recover  twenty 
acres  of  land,  in  a  square  form,  out  of  the  north-east  corner  of  the 
west  half  of  the  south-east  quarter  of  section  nineteen,  township 
thirty-seven  north,  of  range  live  east,  Elkliart  county. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  a  verdict  returned  for  tlie  appellee, 
and  judgment  rendered  accordingly.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  the  appellant's  evi- 
dence, and  in  charging  the  jury  to  find  for  the  appellee,  was  over- 
ruled, and  this  ruling  is  assigned  as  error. 

Both  parties  claim  the  land  in  dispute  through  Harriet  Schutt, 
who  on  and  before  August  I,  1866,  owned  the  entire  west  half  of 
said  quarter  section. 
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The  appellee  claims  through  a  deed  made  by  her  and  her  hus- 
band to  John  Squires  on  the  sixth  day  of  December,  1873. 

The  appellants  claim  through  a  mortgage  made  by  her  and  her 
husband  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1868,  upon  the  entire  west  half 
of  said  quarter  except  twenty  acres. 

The  dispute  is  whether  the  land  excepted  from  the  mortage  is 
the  land  sought  to  be  recovered.  If  it  is,  the  appellee  is  entitled  to 
recover,  and  if  it  is  not,  the  appellants  are  entitled  to  recover.  Thi^ 
(question  depends  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  description 
contained  in  the  mortgage. 

The  appellee  read  in  evidence  the  deed  from  Harriet  Schutt  and 
husband  to  John  Squires,  and  several  deeds  constituting  a  regular 
chain  of  title  from  Squires  to  him.  This  made  for  him,  as  is  con- 
ceded, a  prima  fade  case. 

The  appellants  then  offered  to  read  in  evidence  the  mortgagi- 
from  Harriet  Schutt  and  husband  for  the  west  half  of  the  said  land 
except  twenty  acres  thus  described  :  *'  The  west  half  of  the  south- 
east quarter  of  section  nineteen,  in  township  thirty-seven  north, 
range  five  east,  except  tWenty  acres  from  the  north-east  comer  of 
said  above  described  tract  of,  land,  formerly  deeded  to  Wm.  Davis 
and  Emeline  Ann  Davis." 

It  was  agreed  that  this  mortgage  had  been  duly  foreclosed,  the 
land  sold  upon  the  decree  to  the  mortgagee,  and  a  sheriff's  deed 
executed  by  him  t^  one  of  the  appellants.'  all  by  such  descrip- 
tion. 

The  Jippellants  also  offered  to  read  in  evidence  a  deed  from 
Harriet  Schutt  and  husband  to  Amelia  Davis,  dated  August  29, 
1866,  for  twenty  acres  of  land  off  the  south  end  of  the  west  half  of 
said  quarter  section. 

They  also  offered  parol  testimony  to  show  that  when  said  deed 
was  made  Amelia  Davis  was  the  wife  of  William  Davis,  and  that 
no  part  of  said  land  had  ever  been  deeded  to  Wm.  Davis  and  Eme- 
line Ann  Davis. 

All  this  evidence  was  excluded,  and  the  jury  was  instructed  to 
return  a  verdict  for  the  appellee. 

Did  this  evidence  tend  to  establish  a  defense  ?  If  it  tended  to 
show  that  the  '*  twenty  acres  "  excepted  from  the  mortgage  is  not 
the  twenty  acres  in  dispute,  tlien  this  land  was  included  in  the 
mortgage,  and  the  title  is  not  in  the  appellee. 

The  mortgage  embraced  the  entire  west  half  of  the  quarter  s(»c- 
tion  except  twenty  acres.  Tliese  are  described  as  '*  twenty  acres 
from  tlie  north-east  corner,  *  *  *  formerly  deeded  to  Wm. 
Davis  and  Emeline  Ann  Davis."  This  description  contains  two 
calls  —  one  as  land  in  the  **  north-east  corner,"  and  the  other  as 
land  '*  formerly  deeded  to  Wm.  Davis  and  Emeline  Ann  Davis." 
If  this  land  was  never  deeded,  as  stated,  then  both  calls  are  not 
correct  descriptions,  one  or  the  other  is  false,  and  if  one  is  true  and 
\  he  (>tlu»r  false,  the  false  must  bc^  rejected  and  the  description  read 
a>  ihoiiirh  it  did  not  contain  the  false  call.      Worthingi(m  v.  Hyler, 
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4  Mass,  196;  Wuesthoffy.  Seymour,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  66;  Piper  y.  True, 
36  Cal.  606. 

The  first  call  cannot  be  said  to  be  false  unless  the  second  is  true 
and  is  different  from  the  first.  The  falsity  of  the  first  is  not  shown 
by  the  language  of  the  description  itself,  but  this  may  be  shown  by 
evidence  aH*«iirf«.  Harris  y.  Doe,  4Blackf.  369;  Symmesy,  Brown; 
13  Ind.  318. 

This  rule  applies  to  property  described  in  a  sheriff's  deed.  Ab- 
hoH  V.  Abbott,  51  Me.  675;  Lod^e  v.  Barnetf,  46  Penn.  St.  477. 

It  also  applies  to  the  description  of  property  acquired  through  a 
judicial  sale.  Hedge  v.  Sims,  29  Ind.  574:  Allen  v.  Shannon,  74 
id.  164;  Bucker  v.  Steelman,  73  id.  396;  Wilson  v.  Brown,  82  id.  471. 
This  rule  does  not  apply  where  a  misdescription  runs  through 
such  proceedings  as  in  kogersy.  Abbott,  37  Ind.  138;  Miller  y.  KM, 
*7  id.  220,  and  Angle  v.  Speer,  66  id.  488,  but  does  apply  where 
thQ  description  is  merely  ambiguous,  and  hence  applies  in  this 
(iase. 

The  deed  offered  in  evidence  showed  that  twenty  acres  of  this 

l«nd  had  formerly  been  deeded  to  Amelia  Davis.     This  conveyanet* 

corresponds  with  the  description  except  the  names.     In  this  respect 

^iere  is  a  variance,  but  this  vainance  does  not,  as  we  think,  vitiate 

^ie  description  and  render  it  inapplicable  to  this  land.     Without 

^he  names  the  description  shows  that  twenty  acres  of  the  land  had 

l>een  formerly  deeded,  and  this  conveyance  satisfies  the  description 

in  the  absence  of  proof  that  some  other  conveyance  had  been  made 

to  these  persons. 

lu  CfelcUell  v.  WInttemore,  72  Me.  393,  a  similar  question  arose. 
The  defendant  executed  a  mortgage  upon  certain  real  estate,  except  a 
lot  which  was  described  as  having  been  conveyed  to  him  by  Roswell 
Hitchcock.  Roswell  Hitchcock  had  not  conveyed  the  lot  to  him, 
but  Urban  L.  Hitchcock  had,  and  it  was  held  that  though  the  name 
was  different,  this  fact  did  not  vitiate  the  description,  and  that  the 
game  applied  to  the  lot  actually  conveyed. 

In  Abbott  v.  Abbott,  supra,  the  land  conveyed  was  described  '*  as 
surveyed  by  Israel  Johnson  and  Isaac  Boynton."    They  had  not 
"■        'the'"  ''  ■    "        '    *  ^    .-     - 


surveyed  the  land,  but  one  Harvey  had,  and  the  court  held  that 
'lougl     '  -._  .  ..... 

leH 

No 


though  the  names  were  different,  it  was  a  question  of  fact  whether 
the  Harvey  line  was  not  intended. 


^^  greater  variance  exists  in  this  case  than  in  the  above  cases. 

After  dropping  the  names  an  equally  sufficient  description  remains, 

^"  w  ^^^  description  applies  to  the  land  embraced  in  the  conveyance. 

Whether  it  WJis  so  intended  depends  upon  the  proper  construc- 

m?^  ^^  ^^®  description  in  the  light  of  the  attending  circumstances. 

Tlifise  maybe  shown,  as  has  iSen  said,  by  extrinsic  evidence;  it 

Bttiiy  be  shown  that  the  twenty  acres  formerly  deeded  was  off  the 

ponth  end,  and  not  out  of  the  north-east  corner.     "Thus,  if  the 

premises  are  bounded  by  land  of  A.  on  the  north,  and  A.'s  land- is 

on  the  south,  it  may  be  proved  that  it  was  intended  as  the  southern 

boundary.     White  v.  Bagan,  2  Bay  (S.  C),  247.     So,  if  bounded 
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on  *  Broad  river,'  it  may  be  proved  that  '  Catawba  river,'  was  in- 
tended.    Middleton  v.  Perry,  2  Bay,  539."    Abbott  v.  Abbotty  supra. 

The  evidence  excluded  tends  to  show  that  no  other  land  was 
''  formerly  deeded,"  and  hence  tends  to  show  that  the  excepted 
land  was  not  in  the  north-east  comer. 

If  no  other  land  was  deeded,  we  have  two  conflicting  descriptions, 
one  describing  twenty  acres  in  the  north-east  comer,  and  the  other 
twenty  acres  off  the  south  end.  One  or  the  other  must  be  rejected 
as  obviously  both  were  not  intended.  The  rule  in  such  cases  is  to 
apply  the  description  to  the  land  actually  owned,  and  to  adopt  such 
construction  as  best  comports  with  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
parties  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Drew  v.  Dreio,  8  Foster, 
487;  Piper  v.  True,  supra;  Bell  v.  Sawyer,  32  N.  H.  72. 

Applying  this  rule,  in  the  light  of  the  facts,  the  excluded  evi- 
dence tended  to  prove,  we  think  it  manifest,  that  these  parties  in- 
tended to  except  twenty  acres  off  the  south  end.  The  mortgage 
embraced  the  entire  west  half  except  twenty  acres;  the  mortgagors 
owned  the  entire  west  half  except  twenty  acres;  they  excepted 
twenty  acres  formerly  deeded;  the  twenty  acres  formerly  deeded 
were  off  the  south  end,  and  it  is  therefore  apparent  that  they  in- 
tended to  except  such  twenty  acres.  This  conclusion  .is  also 
strengthened  by  the  presumption  that  they  intended  to  mortgage 
their  own  land,  and  not  the  land  of  another. 

As  the  evidence  excluded  tended  to  show  that  the  second  call 
was  true  and  the  first  false,  the  first  may  be  rejected  without  im- 
pairing the  description.  Worthhigton  v.  Hyler,  supra;  Ousby  \. 
Jones,  73  N.  Y.  621. 

The  fact  that  the  twenty  acres  in  the  north-east  comer  had  not 
been  "  formerly  deeded  "  created  a  latent  ambiguity,  and  as  the  evi- 
dence offered  tended  to  remove  it,  the  court  erred  in  excluding  it. 

The  judgment  should  therefore  be  reversed. 

Per  Curiam.  —  It  is  therefore  ordered,  upon  the  foregoing 
opinion,  that  the  judgment  be  reversed,  at  the  appellee's  costs, 
with  instructions  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

On  Petition  for  Rehearing. 

Elliott,  C.  J.  We  have  for  the  second  time  carefully  investi- 
gated the  questions  in  this  case,  and  have  found  no  reason  to  change 
our  former  opinion. 

The  question  is  wliethcr  tlie  excluded  evidence  was  competent ; 
its  weight  and  effect  were  matters  for  the  jury.  The  evidence  did 
tend  to  defeat  the  appellee's  claim  of  title,  and  was  competent. 
Nave  V.  Flack,  90  Ind.  205;  s.  c,  46  Am.  Bep.  205;  Harbor  v. 
Morgan.  4  Ind.  158. 

We  do  not  tliink  that  there  was  any  attempt  to  correct  adescrip- 
tiiiu  against  a  subsequent  purchaser,  for  there  are  two  calls  in  the 
mortgage,  the  one  correct,  the  other  incoiTect,  and  all  that  is  done 
by  tlie  former  (Opinion  is  to  declare  that  in  such  a  case  it  is  j)roprr 
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to  reject  the  incorrect  and  accept  the  correct  description.  The  in- 
stmment  of  title  was  of  record,  and  gave  notice  of  the  two  descrip- 
tions, and  thus  put  a  purchaser  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  true  one. 
It  is  not  the  case  of  an  entirely  erroneous  description. 

The  evidence  offered  should  have  been  admitted,  and  this  is  the 
only  point  here  involved. 

Petition  overruled. 


Whitesidbs  v.  Hunt. 

(97  Ind.  191.) 

CorUraet  — for  puTchane  of  goods  on  margins. 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  wheat,  to  be  delivered  in  tlie  future,  the  pur- 
chaser patting  up  margins,  and  both  parties  understanding  that  the  wheat 
is  not  to  be  delivered,  but  that  settlement  shall  be  made  by  the  payment  of 
the  difference  1>ptween  the  market  price  at  the  day  fixed  for  delivery  and  the 
purchase- price,  is  void.* 

ACTION  for  commissions  and  advances.     The  opinion  states  the 
case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

R.  M.  Johnson^  for  appellant. 

G,  M.  Over  street  J  A.  B.  Hunter,  If,  C.  Allen  and  L.  H.  Bisbee, 
for  appellees. 

Franklin,  C.  Appellees,  as  commission  merchants,  sued  ap- 
pellant for  commissions  and  money  advanced  in  the  purchase  of  five 
thoQsand  bushels  of  wheat.  The  transaction  was  consummated 
through  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade. 

The  defendant  answered  that  no  wheat  was  actually  purchased ; 
that  the  transaction  was  a  contract  upon  margins,  and  gaming  upon 
the  future  price  of  wheat,  and  to  be  settled  by  paying  or  receiving 
at  a  future  day  the  difference  between  the  price  of  wheat  then  and 
at  the  date  of  the  contract;  that  the  advancements  of  margins  made 
were  to  keep  the  payment  of  diflFerences  secure,  and  that  the  con- 
tract was  contrary  to  public  policy,  illegal  and  void. 


•  See  WtUl  V.  Schneider  (59  Wis.  352),  48  Am.  Rep.  520. 
Vol.  XLIX  —  56 
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Appellees  replied  by  a  denial.  There  was  a  trial  b^  jury,  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  over  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  judgment  was 
rendered  upon  tlie  verdict. 

[Omitting  assignment  of  errors.  J 

We  will  consider  these  specifications  in  the  inverse  order  of  their 
statement.     The  instructions  complained  of  read  as  follows: 

*/  I,  Plaintiffs  claim  that  defendant  is  indebted  to  them  in  the  sum 
of  Ji^l2.50  as  commission  due  them  as  commission  merchants  in  the 
])urohiise  of  five  thousand  bushels  of  wheat;  also  that  they  purchased 
m  the  city  of  Chicago  five  thousand  bushels  of  wheat  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  by  the  terms  of  sucli  sale  the  defendant  was  required  to  place* 
iu  their  hands  a  sufficient  sum  of  money  to  protect  and  indemnify 
them  against  loss,  and  by  reason  of  the  decline  in  wheat,  the  sum  of 
*200  in  the  hands  of  jilaintiffs  belonging  to  the  defendant  was  not 
a  suflftoient  protection  and  indemnity  to  them  against  loss;  and 
after  notice  to  defendant  to  place  in  their  hands  a  greater  sum  of 
money,  they  sold  the  wheat,  which  they  claim  the  right  to  do,  at  a 
loss  to  them  of  15497.50,  from  which  deduct  the  sum  of  $'J00,  made 
11  clear  loss  of  $297.50. 

**2.  The  defendant  insists  that  they  purchased  no  wheat,  nor 
did  the  plaintiffs  sell  him  any  wheat,  but  that  in  the  month  of 
February,  1882,  he  contracted  with  plaintiffs  foi  the  purchase  of 
5,000  busliels  of  wlieat,  to  be  delivered  in  the  month  of  March,  1885i, 
with  the  mutual  understanding  that  no  wheat  was  purchased  or 
sold  or  would  be  required  to  be  delivered,  but  that  the  transaction 
slu)uld  be  adjusted  between  the  parties  upon  the  ba^es  of  the  market 
value  of  wheat  in  Chicago  at  the  date  of  the  pretended  purchase 
and  pi-etended  sale  (or  maturity  of  the  contract),  when  in  fact  no 
wheat  was  bought  or  sold.  In  brief,  a  bet  or  wager  on  the  price  of 
wheat  at  a  given  time. 

**3.  If  defendant  did  purchase  of  plaintiffs  5,000  bushels  to  be 
delivered  to  him  at  a  future  date,  this  would  be  a  legitimate  and 
])roper  ti-ansaction,  and  it  is  competent  for  parties  to  make  such 
contract. 

*' 4.  It  is  for  you  to  determine  from  the  evidence  whether  the 
plaintiffs  were,  by  the  nature  of  the  contract,  authorized  to  sell  the 
wheat  before  the  maturity  thereof,  and  whether  the  plaintiffs  should 
have  served  notice  upon  defendant  that  a  further  deposit  of  money 
was  demanded  from  him  to  make  his  conti^act  good,  and  if  in  point 
of  fact  such  notice  was  served  on  defendant. 

"5.  If  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  nature  of  the  business, 
the  plaintiffs  required  of  the  defendant  any  sum  of  money  'to  make 
his  deal  good,'  it  was  the  duty  of  plaintiffs,  before  they  could  'close 
hmi  out,*  or  sell  his  wheat,  to  notify  him  of  such  fact  and  give  him 
a  reasonable  time  to  respond.  Unless  there  was  such  a  usage  or 
custom  in  tlie  business  being  transacted,  and  in  connection  with 
the  transaction  out  of  which  the  alleged  indebtedness  grew,  of 
whi(*h   tlic  defendant  was  advised  or  had  notice,  and  demand  was 
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Haived  by  him,  then  the  plaiutiifs,  by  selling  the  wheat  before  the 
date  of  delivery  of  the  wheat  or  tlie  maturity  of  the  contract  for 
delivery,  could  not  sell  the  same  and  charge  the  defendant  with  the 
Joss  thereon. 

^  ^  6.  If  the  plaintiffs  purchased  the  wheat  for  the  defendant,  aud 
by  recAson  of  his  failure  he  failed  to  put  up  further  margins  to  protect 
them  after  '  a  call '  therefor,  and  by  reason  of  such  failure  they 
did,  to  protect  themselves  from  loss  while  holding  such  wheat  for 
tht^  defendant,  sell  the  same,  and  a  loss  was  incurred,  and  this  was 
with  in  their  contract,  and  so  contemplated  and  understood  by  them, 
then  the  defendant  must  make  the  loss  good,  and  respond  in  dama- 
ges to  the  extent  of  such  loss. 

"  *  T.  If  the  sum  of  money  sued  for  was  paid  out  at  the  request  of 
defendant,  or  a  liability  was  incurred  by  the  plaintiffs  at  request  of 
defendant,  whereby  thej  were  requirea  to  pay  out  such  sum  of 
money  upon  such  liability  for  his  use  and  benefit,  then  he  should 
refund  such  sum  of  money  thus  paid  out. 

'*  8.  If  it  was  the  mutual  contract  of  parties  plaintiffs  and  de- 
feu  tia-nt,  and  they  so  mutually  understood  the  same,  that  no  wheat 
wjis  aetually  to  be  delivered,  and  that  the  contract  was  not,  in  fact, 
to  be  j>erformed,  and  '  the  deal '  should  be  settled  upon  the  basis 
of  the  contract  and  market  price,  then  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover 
m  this  case.  But  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  defendant  so  under- 
stood the  contract  or  ^deal,'  but  the  plaintiffs  must  be  a  party  to 
such  contract  and  understanding.  Ii  it  was  a  proper  and  lawful 
contract  on  their  })art,  and  entered  into  by  them  in  good  faith,  in- 
tending to  perform  the  same,  then  it  is  immaterial  as  to  the  private 
understanding  of  defendant." 

The  class  of  contracts  that  forms  the  subject  of  this  suit  has  be- 
come so  extensive  in  business  transactions,  and  has  recently  so  often 
been  before  the  courts,  that  we  deem  it  advisable  to  give  the  sub- 
ject a  more  extended  investigation  than  usual.  Trading  in  options, 
and  buyinff  what  are  called  "futures,"  have  become  parts  of  the 
commercial  transactions  of  the  country. 

1^  the  case  of  Bryant  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  17  Fed.  Rep., 
H25,  the  court  says  :  *'  The  complainants  never  buy  or  sell  for 
present  delivery,  but  always  deal  in  futures  and  upon  margins. 
NV  nenever  the  required  margin  is  placed  in  the  hands  of  complain- 
ants, they  will  buy  or  sell,  as  customers  desire,  gi'ain,  etc.,  at  the 
iJist  quotation  of  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade.  This  is  always  for 
t»tJ  next  or  succeeding  month's  delivery,  and  the  deal  is  taken  by 
tiio  t'ompiajj^j^^tg  themselves.  The  customer  must  always  keep  his 
raarjjm  g^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  without  notice  ;  and  if  any  time  before  the 
"we  fix^  f^j.  ^jjg  deliverv  the  market  in  Chicago  goes  against  the 
customer  to  the  extent  of  his  margin,  the  trade  is  closed  and  the 
j^raiplainants  take  the  margin  and  the  customer  is  not  personally 
"*ole,  the  extent  of  his  loss  being  his  margin.  If  however  the 
niarket  should  go  in  favor  of  the  customer,  he  may  call  for  a  sottle- 
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ment  at  any  time  and  without  regard  to  the  maturity  of  his  contract^ 
and  he  is  then  paid  the  difference  between  the  then  market  price 
and  the  price  at  which  he  bought  or  soid^  lees  a  sum  which  is  called 
by  complainants  'a  commission/  This  sum^  which  is  one-fourth 
of  a  cent  on  each  bushel  of  grain  which  is  alleged  to  be  bought  or 
sold,  is  not  a  commission,  as  the  complainants  always  take  the  deal 
themselves,  and  do  not  pretend  to  buy  or  sell  to  others  for  the  ac- 
count of  the  customer,  but  is  really  the  odds  which  the  customer 
fives  them  in  the  wager  on  the  future  of  the  market.  It  is  per- 
aps  true  if  the  customer  keeps  his  margin  good,  so  that  he  cannot 
be  closed  out,  and  does  not  exercise  his  right  to  settle  upon  the 
basis  of  the  difference  in  the  prices  of  the  grain,  etc.,  he  can  de- 
mand a  compliance  with  the  contract  and  a  delivery ;  but  if  the 
course  of  busmess  between  the  complainants  and  their  customers  is  t^ 
settle  their  alleged  contract  by  a  payment  of  the  differences  in  the 
market  rates,  the  fact  that  a  customer  may,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, require  an  actual  delivery,  does  not  relieve  the  complain- 
ants from  the  charge  of  carrying  on  a 'bucket-shop.'  It  is  the 
general  course  of  a  man's  business  which  defines  and  classifies  it. 
If  *  bucket-shop '  means  a  place  where  wagers  are  made  upon  the 
fluctuations  of  grain  and  other  commodities,then  I  think  the  evidence 
shows  the  complainants  keep  such  a  '  shop,'  and  are  of  the  class  to 
which  defendants  are  prohibited  from  furnishing  the  market  quota- 
tions of  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade.  This  is  gambling,  and  a  very 
pernicious  and  demoralizing  species  of  gambling,  which  a  court  of 
equity  should  not  protect,  even  if  the  board  of  trade  had  not  taken 
the  action  it  has.  It  is  true  that  this  kind  of  gambling  has  not  yet 
been  made  criminal  by  the  statute  law  of  the  State,  still  if  a  case  of 
wager  is  made  out,  none  of  the  State  courts  will  enforce  such  con- 
tracts. Sawyer  v.  Taggari,  14  Bush,  727.  Gambling  on  the 
fluctuation  in  the  market  prices  of  stocks,  grains,  etc.,  is  against 
the  public  policy  of  the  State,  though  it  may  not  be  a  crime  pun- 
ishable by  fine  or  imprisonment." 

It  was  formerly  held  that  when  the  vendor  had  neither  the  goods 
nor  entertained  any  contract  to  buy  them,  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
nor  had  any  reasonable  expectation  of  receiving  them  by  consign- 
ment, but  intended  to  go  into  the  market  and  Duy  the  articles  he 
engaged  to  deliver,  no  action  could  be  maintained  on  such  contract. 
But  that  rule  has  been  changed  by  the  later  authorities,  and  there 
have  been  numerous  decisions,  particularly  in  this  country,  holding 
that  the  vendor  may  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  article  not  in  his 
])()ssc'ssion,  and  this  doctrine  seems  to  be  entirely  in  accordance  with 
the  rules  of  public  policy.  Bryan  v.  Lewis,  Ry.  &  Moody,  386, 
and  note  a;  Wolcott  v.  Heath,  78  111.  433;  BrucHz  Appeal,  65  Penn. 
St.  204;  Brown  v.  Hall,  5  Lans.  177;  Noyes  v,  Spaulding,  27  Vt. 
4-20;  Hibblewhite  \,  McMoHne,  5  M.  &  W.  462;  Kingsbury  v.  Kxr- 
win,  4:^  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  451;  Pixley  v.  Boynton,  79  Dl.  351; 
I^ftmsey  v.  Berry,  65  Me.  570;  Disborough  v.  Neilson,  3  Johns.  Cas. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MAY  TERM,  1884.  445 


I 


Whitesides  v.  Hunt. 


81;  Caasard  t.  Hintnan,  1  Bosw.  207;  Ashton  v.  Dakin.  4  H.  & 
N.  867;  Chapman  v.  Campbell,  13  Gratt.  105;  Cole  v.  Milmine,  88 
111.  349;  Logan  v.  Musick,  81  id.  415;  Gregory  v.  Wendell,  e^9 
Mich.  337  ;  8.  c,  33  Am.  Rep.  390. 

In  the  last  case  cited,  the  court  says:  "The  mercantile  business 
of  the  present  day  could  no  longer  be  successfully  carried  on  if  mer- 
chants and  dealers  were  unable  to  purchase  that  which  as  to  them 
had  no  actual  or  potential  existence.  A  dealer  has  a  clear  right  to 
sell  and  agree  to  deliver  at  some  future  time  that  which  he  then 
has  not,  but  expects  to  go  into  the  market  and  buy;  and  it  is 
equally  clear  that  the  parties  may  mutually  agree  that  there  need 
not  be  a  present  delivery  of  the  goods,  but  that  such  delivery  may 
take  place  at  some  other  time." 

There  is  a  difference,  and  a  distinction  must  be  made,  between  a 
contract  where  there  is  a  bona  fide  intent  to  fulfill  the  agreement 
according  to  its  terms,  and  those  where  the  difference  in  the  mar- 
ket price  is  to  be  paid. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  sales  of  a  commodity  to  be  de- 

^iVered  at  some  other  time  are  valid,  but  if  the  parties  agree  at  the 

^'me  of  making  the  contract  that  no  title  to  any  property  shall  pass 

yr  any  delivery  be  made,  or  when,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract 

'^  must  be  apparent  that  the  intent  of  the  parties  was  such  that  at 

^me  future  specified  time  the  losing  party  should  pay  to  the  other 

^ie  difference  between  the  selling  price  at  that  time  and  the  time 

^^  making  the  contract,  it   would  be  a  contract  which  the  law 

^ould  refuse  to  enforce,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  clearly  a  wager 

^pon  the  price  of  the«commodity  at  some  future  day.     Yerkea  v. 

^^^rion,  11  Hun,  471;  Grizewoody.  Blane,  11  C.  B.  526;  Story  v. 

'^^^>^ncn,  71   N.  Y.  420;  Pickering  v.    Cease,  79  111.  328;  Lyon  v. 

l^^^^c^tson,  83  id.  33;  s.  c.,25  Am.  Rep.  349;  Bigelow  v.  Benedict, 

70     N.  Y.   202;  s.  c,  26  Am.    Rep.  573;   Maxton  v.    Gheen,  75 

^?^ix.    St.   166;  Peabody  v.    Speyers,  66  N.  Y.   230;    Williams  y. 

^^^^i^mann,  6  Mo.  App.  299;  Sampson  v.  Shato,  101  Mass.  145;  s. 

%   3     Am.  Rep.  327;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Bonsall,  72  Penn.   St.  155; 

^>  «-»-*«  V.  Foss,  7  Biss.  540;  Rudolf  v.  Winters,  7  Neb.  125;   Wat- 

^f^rzn  V.   Buchland,  1  Mo.   App.  45;  In  re  Green,   7  Biss.  336; 

^^^ei^t  V.  Smith,  13  Fed.  Rep.  263;  Beveridge  v.  Hewit,  8  Brad. 

^GT;    Mnderby  v.  Gilpin,  5  Moore,  571;  Swartz^s  Appeal,  3  Brewst. 

\\^^>^£arnard  v.  Backhaus,  52  Wis.  593;  Everingham  v.  Meighan, 

''•^    w^is.  354;  Cameron  v.  Durkheim,  55  N.  Y.  425. 

^*^  the  case  of  Rumsey  v.   Berry,  supra,  the  court  very  clearly 
uetixxes  the  line  which  separates  the  two  classes  of  contracts,  the 
^^  ^rom  the  illegal.     In  that  case  it  was  said:  *' A  contract  for 
the  Sale  and  purchase  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  in  good  faith  at  a 
^^Ure  time  is  one  thing,  and  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  law. 
i>^t  such  a  contract  entered  into  without  an  intention  of  having 
any  wheat  pass  from  one  party  to  the   other,  but  with  an  under- 
standing that  at  the  appointed  time  the  purchaser  is  merely  to  re- 
i^^ve  or  pay  the  difference  between  the  contract  and  the  market 
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price^  is  another  thing,  and  such  as  the  law  will  not  sustain.  This 
18  what  is  called  a  settling  of  the  differences,  and  as  such  is  clearly 
and  only  a  betting  upon  the  price  of  wheat,  against  public  policy, 
and  not  only  void,  but  deserving  of  the  severest  censure." 

In  the  case  of  Kefit  v.  Milienherger,  13  Mo.  App.  503,  in  the 
opinion  by  Thompson,  J.,  it  was  held  that  where  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  the  commodity,  at  the  maturity  of  the  contract,  may 
be  required  to  be  delivered,  or  damages  recovered  for  the  breach, 
unless  a  delivery  is  waived  by  the  opposite  party,  the  contract  will 
be  held  to  be  legal,  unless  there  is  an  express  agreement  made,  at 
the  time  of  the  contract,  that  the  property  should  not  be  delivered, 
and  that  such  an  agreement,  subsequently  made,  would  not  vitiate 
the  contract. 

In  the  case  of  Cohb  v.  Prell^  15  Fed.  Bep.  77,  in  the  opinion 
by  McCrary,  J.,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  intention  of 
the  parties  to  a  contract  of  the  sale  of  commodities  for  future  de- 
livery is,  that  there  shall  be  no  actual  delivery,  but  that  the  trans- 
jiction  shall  be  settled  by  the  pavment  of  the  difference  between 
the  selling  and  market  price,  will  render  such  contract  void,  and 
that  all  the  circumstances  and  acts  of  the  parties  may  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  their  intention.  We  think  this  case  the 
better  authority,  A  contract  to  sell  a  commodity  for  future  de- 
livery, coupled  with  an  express  agreement  made  at  the  time,  that 
-  the  commodity,  at  the  maturity  oi  the  contract,  shall  not  be  paid 
for  or  delivered,  but  shall  be  settled  for  by  difference  on  prices,  is 
no  contract  of  sale  at  all.  And  well  mav  the  learned  court  in  that 
case  admit  that  such  a  contract  is  illegal  and*void. 

The  trouble  arises  where,  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  there  is  no 
express  agi-eement  as  to  payment  and  delivery,  and  where  those 
questions  are  to  be  settled  by  implication,  based  upon  the  under- 
standing and  intention  of  the  parties. 

In  the  case  of  Union  NatH  Bank  v.  OaVy  15  Fed.  Rep.  438,  it 
was  held,  that  **  The  validity  of  option  contracts  depends  upon  the 
mutual  intention  of  the  parties,  if  it  is  not  the  intention  m  mak- 
ing the  contract,  that  any  property  shall  be  delivered  or  paid  for, 
but  that  the  fictitious  sale  shall  be  settled  on  differences,  the  con- 
tract is  illegal.  But  if  it  is  the  bona  fide  intention  of  the  seller  to  de- 
liver, or  the  buyer  to  pay,  and  the  option  consists  merely  in  the 
time  of  delivery  within  a  given  time,  tne  contract  is  valid,  and  the 
putting  up  of  margins  to  cover  losses  which  may  accrue  from  the 
fluctuations  of  prices,  etc.,  is  legitimate  and  proper." 

In  the  case  of  Jusih  v.  Holliday,  %  Mackey  (I).  C. ),  246,  it  was  held : 
**  Where  a  contract  is  made  for  the  delivery  or  acceptance  of  securi- 
ties at  a  future  day,  at  a  price  named,  and  neither  party  at  the 
time  of  making  the  contract  intends  to  deliver  them  or  accept 
them,  but  nierely  to  pay  differences,  according  to  the  rise  or  fall  of 
the  market,  t)ie  contract  is  a  gambling  one  and  is  void  as  contmry 
to  public  policy.  The  indorser  of  a  promissory  note,  given  on  ac- 
count of  such  dealings  as  are  recognized  as  gambling  transactions. 
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can  rely  upon  their  illegality  as  a  defense  to  an  action  on  the  note. 
In  an  action  to  recover  money  where  the  defense  set  up  is  that  the 
contract  was  a  stock  gambling  one,  the  real  question  for  determin- 
ation is  the  bona  fides  of  the  transaction.  It  is  not  the  form  but 
the  intent  with  which  the  scheme  was  planned.  If  neither  party 
contemplates  that  there  should  be  a  delivery  of  the  stock,  but 
merelv  to  pay  differences  according  to  the  rise  or  fall  of  the  mar- 
ket, the  contract  is  a  gambling  one." 

In  the  case  of  Cunningham  v.  National  Bank  of  Augusta,  17 
Cent  L.  J.  470,  it  was  said  :  **It  is  manifest  that  the  considera- 
tion of  the  note  sued  on  is  for  and  on  account  of  dealings  com- 
monly called  futures.     Is  such  a  transaction  in  the  nature  of  gam- 
ing ?    If  so  then  the  note  was  void  at  the  time  it  was  given  ;  and 
no  subsequent  transfer  could  revive  or  give  vitality  or  any  legal  va- 
lidity to  a  contract  thus  tainted  and  poisoned  at  its  birth.     *    * 
The  plea  expressly  alleges  the  transaction  to  be  *  a  wagering  and 
^ming  contract.'     But  what  is  the  transaction  termed  futures  ? 
It  is  this  :  One  person  says,  *  I  will  sell  you  cotton,  at  a  certain  time 
in  the  future,  for  a  certain  price  ;  you  agree  to  pay  that  price,  know- 
ing that  the  person  with  whom  you  have  to  deal  has  no  cotton  to 
^leliverat  the  time  ;  but  with  the  understanding  that  when  the  time 
for  deliverv  arrives,  you  are  to  pay  me  the  difference  between  the 
market  value  of  the  cotton  and  the  price  you  agreed  to  pay,  if 

•  otton  declines  ;  and  if  cotton  advances,  I  am  to  pay  you  the  differ- 

•  nce  between  what  you  promised  to  give  and  the  advanced  market 
price.'  If  this  is  not  a  speculation  on  chances,  a  wagering  and 
'Kitting  between  the  parties,  then  we  are  unable  to  understand  the 
I  ransaction.  A  betting  on  a  game  of  faro,  brag  or  poker  cannot  be 
more  hazardous,  dangerous  or  uncertain.  ♦  ♦  *  What  are 
Mme  of  the  consequences  of  these  speculations  on  *  futures '  ?    The 

faithful  chroniclers  of  the  day'  have  informed  us  that  as  growing 
directly  out  of  these  nefarious  practices,  there  have  been  bank- 
ruptcies, defalcations  of  public  offices,  embezzlements,  forgeries, 
larcenies  and  deaths.  Certainly,  no  one  will  contend  for  one 
moment,  that  a  transaction  fraught  with  such  evil  consequences  is 
not  immoral,  illegal  and  contrary  to  public  policv." 

In  the  case  of  Riulolf  v.  WinterSy  7  Neb.  126,  tlie  Supreme  Court 
of  that  State  held,  that  "  A  contract  to  operate  in  grain  options, 
to  be  adjusted  according  to  the  differences  in  the  market  value 
thereof,  is  a  contract  for  a  gambling  transaction  which  the  law  will 
not  tolerate.  It  is  contra  bonos  mores,  and  against  public  policy." 
And  a  number  of  the  heretofore  cited  authonties,  with  others,  are 
referred  to  in  support  thereof. 

In  the  case  of  Lyon  v.  Oulbertson,  83  111.  33  ;  s.  c,  26  Am.  Rei). 
•^9,  the  following  language  is  used:  "The  fact  that  no  wheat 
^Jtt  offered  or  demanded  shows,  we  think,  that  neither  party  ex- 
pected the  delivery  of  any  wheat,  but  in  case  of  default  in  keeping 
margins  good,  or  even  at  the  time  for  delivery,  they  only  expected 
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to  settle  the  contract  on  the  basis  of  differences,  without  either  per- 
forming or  offering  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement ;  and  if 
this  was  the  agreement,  it  was  only  gaming  on  the  price  of  wheat, 
and  if  such  gambling  transactions  shall  be  permitted,  it  must 
erentually  lead  to  what  are  called  '  corners,'  which  engulf  hundreds 
in  utter  ruin,  derange  and  unsettte  prices,  and  operate  injuriously 
on  the  fair  and  legitimate  trader  in  grain,  as  well  as  the  producer, 
and  are  pernicious  and  highly  demoralizing  to  the  trade.  A  con- 
tract, to  be  thus  settled,  is  no  more  than  a  bet  on  the  price  of  grain 
during  or  at  tlie  end  of  a  limited  period.  If  the  one  party  is  not  to 
deliver  or  the  other  to  receive  the  grain,  it  is,  in  all  but  name,  a 
gambling  on  the  price  of  the  commodity,  and  the  change  of  names 
never  changes  the  quality  or  nature  of  things.  ♦  ♦  ♦  This 
seems  to  be  a  subtle  invention  to  abrogate  well  established,  fair  and 
just  principles  of  the  law  of  contracts,  and  not  only  so,  but  to  the 
great  injury  of  fair  and  legitimate  trade." 

In  the  case  of  Brua^s  Appeal,  65  Penn.  St.  294,  it  was  said  : 
"^  Any  thing  which  induces  men  to  risk  their  money  or  property, 
without  any  other  hope  of  return  than  to  get  for  nothing  ajiy  given 
amount  from  another,  is  gambling,  and  demoralizing  to  the  com- 
munity, no  matter  by  what  name  it  may  be  called.  It  is  the  same 
whether  the  promise  be  to  pay  on  the  color  of  a  card,  or  the  fleet- 
ness  of  a  horse,  and  the  same  numerals  indicate  how  much  is  lost 
and  won  in  either  case,  and  the  losing  party  has  received  just  as 
much  for  the  money  parted  with  in  the  one  case  as  the  other,  viz. : 
nothing  at  all.  The  lucky  winner,  of  course,  is  the  gainer,  and  he 
will  continue  so  until  fickle  fortune  in  due  time  makes  him  feel  the 
woes  he  has  inflicted  on  others.  All  gambling  is  immoral.  I  ap- 
prehend that  the  losses  incident  to  the  practice  disclosed  ♦  ♦  * 
have  contributed  more  to  the  failures  and  embezzlements  by  public 
oftieei's,  clerks,  agents  and  others  acting  in  fiduciary  relations, 
])ublic  and  private,  than  any  other  known,  or  perhaps  all  other 
(uiuses.  *  ♦  ♦  In  the  train  of  its  evils,  there  is  a  vast  amount 
4)f  misery  and  suffering  by  persons  entirely  guiltless  of  any  partici- 
pation in  the  cause  of  it." 

We  conclude  from  the  foregoing  authorities,  that  in  this  class  of 
cases,  the  correct  rule  is,  that  where  a  commodity  is  bought  for 
future  delivery,  no  matter  what  the  form  of  the  contract  is,  the 
law  regards  the  substance  and  not  the  shadow,  and  if  the  parties 
mutually  understood  and   intended  that  the  purchaser  should  pay 
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for  and  the  seller  should  deliver  the  commodity  at  the  maturity  of 
the  contract,  it  is  a  legal  and  valid  transaction,  and  the  fact  that 
the  jHirchaser  is  required  to  deposit  a  margin,  and  increase  tlie 
same  at  any  time  the  market  requires  it,  in  order  to  secure  the 
jwyment  at  maturity,  or  that  the  seller  shall  deposit  a  margin  and 
increase  the  same  like  the  purchaser  in  order  to  secure  the  delivery 
at  maturity,  does  not  vitiate  the  contract.  But  if  at  the  time  of 
the  contract  it  is  mutually  understood  and  intended  by  all  the 
{larties,  whether  expressed  or  not,  that  the  commodity  said  to  be 
sold  was  not  to  be  paid  for,  nor  to  be  delivered,  but  that  the  con- 
tract was  to  be  settled  and  adjusted  by  the  payment  of  difference 
in  price;  if  the  price  should  decline,  the  purchaser  paying  the  dif- 
ference; if  it  should  rise,  the  seller  paying  the  advance,  the  con- 
tract price  being  the  basis  upon  which  to  calculate  differences — in 
such  case,  it  would  be  a  gambling  contract,  and  void,  and  the  de- 
posits of  margins  are  only  to  be  considered  as  attempting  to  secure 
the  terms  of  the  bet  on  prices  at  some  future  time. 

[Omitting  other  points.] 

Per  Curiam.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  upon  the  foregoing 
opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  be  and  it  is  in  all 
things  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Fickle  v.  Snkpp. 

(S7  Ind.  289.) 
Will  —  notes  as  part  of. 


Motes  mmde  bj  a  testator,  pajable  at  his  death,  folded  ap  with  his  will,  re- 
ferred to  and  clearly  identified  therein,  and  remaining  in  his  possession  at 
hifl  death,  are  a  part  of  the  will.      {See  note,  p.  454.) 

ACTION  to  enforce  a  legacy.     The  opinion  states  the  case.    The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

.V.  B.  Berryman,  R.  W.  Wiles,  T.  B.  Adams  and  L.  T.  Miche- 
ner,  for  appellants. 

B.  F,  LovSy  A.  Major  and  H.  C.  Morrison,  for  appellee. 
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Elliott,  C.  J.  The  complaint  of  the  appellee  wad  filed  against 
the  administrator  with  the  will  annexed,  of  the  estate  of  John 
Snepp,  deceased,  and  seeks  to  enforce  payment  of  u  legacy  alleged 
to  have  been  bequeathed  to  the  claimant. 

A  note  is  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  signed  by  the  testator,  and 
containing,  among  others,  the  following  provision:  **0n  the  day 
of  my  death  I  promise  to  pay  Joseph  H.  Snepp  seventeen  hundred 
dollars."  This  note  was  one  of  a  series  of  five,  signed  by  the  te*;- 
tator,  and  made  payable  to  his  children.  They  were  folded  up  witli 
the  will  and  were  in  the  testator's  possession  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  It  is  averred  that  **  a  will  was  duly  executed  and  probated/' 
and  that  **  in  item  fii-st  of  said  will  the  said  testator  did  direct  that 
his  executors  should  i)ay  all  of  his  just  debts,  includmg  whatever 
might  be  due  for  principal  and  interest  upon  five  notes  which  he 
had  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  made  to  five  of  h\^ 
(ihildren,  to-wit,  his  daughter  Elizabeth,  his  daughter  Maria,  his 
sons  William  M.,  Joseph  11.  and  David  J.  Snepp,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  all  his  children  equal  in  their  advancements  out  of  his 
estate."  In  the  will,  which  is  made  part  of  the  complaint,  is  the 
following: 

**  Item  1st.  1  direct  that  all  of  my  just  debts,  including  whatr 
ever  may  be  due  for  i)rincipal  and  interest  upon  five  notes,  which  I 
have  this  day  made  to  five  of  my  children,  viz.,  Elizabeth,  Maria. 
AVilliam  M.,  Joseph  H.  and  David  J.,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
all  my  children  equal  in  their  advancements  out  of  my  estate, 
Avliich  said  notes  are  payable  at  my  death.'' 

Following  this  is  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  funeral  expenses 
and  for  the  sale  of  property,  and  then  comes  this  provision:  **  I 
direct  that  the  residue  of  my  estate,  which  shall  then  remain  in 
the  hands  of  my  executoi-s,  shall  be  equally  divided  among  my 
children,  viz. r  Elizabeth  Hoskins,  Maria  Runshe,  May  J:  Fickle; 
William  M.  Snepp  and  David  J.  Snepp,  share  and  share  alike,  pro- 
vided that  if  I  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  have  to  pay  any  money 
for  any  of  my  sons-in-law  by  reason  of  my  liability  therefor,  the 
same  shall  be  taken  as  part  of  the  share  in  my  estate  of  such 
daughter  for  whose  husband  I  shall  pay  the  same;  and  provided 
also  t  jiat  if  any  of  my  said  children  shall  die  before  I  do,  then  the 
share  of  such  deceased  child  shall  be  paid  to  their  legal  heirs,  issue 
of  their  bodies." 

Following  the  signature  of  the  testator  and  the  attesbition  chnm* 
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is  a  list  of  notes  and  amounts,  to  which  is  appended  the  following 
statement,  signed  by  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses:  "The 
above  is  a  statement  of  the  notes  made  by  John  Snepp  to  five 
children  for  sums  of  money  to  make  them  all  equal  in  advancement 
with  May  J.  Fickle." 

The  scliedule  signed  by  the  witness  cannot  be  regarded  as  part 
of  the  will.  It  is  not  in  any  way  identified;  there  is  not  the  slight- 
est reference  to  it  in  any  part  of  the  instrument.  It  is  true  that 
schedules  or  other  papers  may  be  considered  in  connection  with  the 
will  when  they  are  plainly  identified,  but  there  is  here  no  identi- 
fication, either  in  express  words  or  by  fair  implication;  hence  the 
pa|>er  cannot  be  deemed  part  of  the  will.  1  Jar.  Wills  (5th  Am. 
ed.),  37,  38,  auth.  n.;  1  Eedf.  Wills,  261,  262.  We  applied  iu 
Pulse  \\  Miller,  81  Ind.  190,  the  general  principle  which  governs 
here  to  contracts,  and  the  reason  for  its  application  to  wills  is 
stronger  than  that  which  operates  in  cases  of  contracts. 

The  notes  which  the  testator  signed  at  the  time  he  executed  the 
will  are  clearly  and  fully  identified.     There  cannot  be  the  slightest 
doabt  as  to  their  identity.     They  are  therefore  to  be  regarded  as 
a  part   of  the  will.     This  question  was  examined  with  great  care 
and    discussed  with  much  ability  in  Netoton  v.  Seaman^ s  Friend 
Society^  130  Mass.   91;  s.  c,  39  Am.  Rep.  433.     In  that  case  it 
waa  8aid  by  Gray,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
'*M  a  will,  executed  and  witnessed  as  required  by  statute,  incor- 
porates in  itself  by  reference  any  document  or  paper  not  so  exe- 
cuted and  witnessed,  whether  the  paper  referred  to  be  in  the  form 
of  a  will  or  codicil,  or  of  a  deed  or  indenture,  or  of  a  mere  list  or 
memorandum,  the  paper  so  referred  to,  if  it  was  in  existence  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  is  identified  by  clear  and  sat- 
\aiactory  proof  as  the  paper  referred  to  therein,  takes  effect  as  part 
of  the  will,  and  should  be  admitted  to  probate  as  such."     The  case 
from  which  we  have  quoted  is  also  reported  in  2  Am.  Prob.  Cases, 
18,  and  copious  notes  are  added  giving  many  valuable  cases.     These 
authorities  so  fully  settle  the  question  that  a  discussion  would  be 
profitless.    And  we  content  ourselves  with  adding  to  the  cases 
cited  by  the  reporters  the  case  of  Fosseltnan  v.  Elder,  98  Penn.  St. 
159,  and  our  own  case  of  Pesler  v.  Simpson,  58  Ind.  83. 

^e  appellant's  counsel  argue  the  case  on  the  theory,  that  as  the 
notes  Were  not  delivered  they  were  not  in  existence.  This  is  a 
lundamental  error.     The  notes  as  papers,  as  instruments  of  writ- 
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iug,  were  in  existence,  and  as  such  they  were  fully  identified  by  the 
will.  It  was  not  necessaiy  that  the  notes  should  have  been  made 
effective  by  deliver)*;  had  that  been  so,  there  would  have  been  no 
necessity  for  any  will;  the  notes  would  have  been  in  themselves  ef- 
fective without  a  will.  The  question  is  not  whether  the  notes  ex- 
isttvl  lis  valid  promises  to  pay  money,  but  whether  they  were  in 
existence  as  papers  or  instruments  capable  of  identification  and 
ca])able  of  forming,  by  way  of  reference,  part  of  the  will  of  the 
testator.  It  matters  not,  as  all  the  cases  show,  whether  the  paper 
did  or  did  not  create  a  binding  obligation.  If  it  had  an  existence 
as  a  writing  and  was  of  such  a  character  as  that  it  could  be  incor- 
porated in  the  will,  then  the  requirements  of  the  law  are  satisfied. 
This  is  the  rule  declared  in  Fesler  v.  Simpson,  supra. 

In  a  supplemental  brief  counsel  for  appellant  argue  that  it  is  not 
shown  that  the  administrator  had  money  in  his  hands  snfBcient  to 
pay  the  legacy,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  complaint  is  bad.  The 
complaint  does  aver  that  ''there  is  now  in  the  hands  of  the  ad- 
ministrator the  sum  of  $ belonging  to  said  estate,  that  the 

whole  amount  of  said  note  is  unpaid,  and  that  by  reason  of  the 
premises,  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  will,  he  is  entitled  to 
have  allowed  him  by  said  administrator,  and  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
estate,  the  sum  of  $2,712.80."  We  think  that  in  view  of  the  liberal 
rules  of  pleading  that  (»btiiin  in  claims  against  estates,  and  in  view 
of  the  rule  that  the  remedy  for  uncertainty  is  by  motion,  the  com- 
plaint must  be  upheld  against  an  attack  by  demurrer.  The  prac- 
tice of  leaving  blanks  in  a  pleading  is  not  a  commendable  one;  on 
the  contrary,  it  is  one  which  good  pleaders  abhor.  But  we  do  not 
think  it  necessary  for  the  claimant  to  show  that  there  are  assets 
sufficient  to  pay  his  claim  before  he  can  obtain  an  allowance.  It  is 
one  thing  to  obtain  an  allowance  and  another  thing  to  obtain  a 
direction  for  the  payment  of  the  claim. 

Claims  may  be  allowed  without  inquiring  whether  there  are 
assets  sufficient  to  pay  them,  or  whether  there  are  or  are  not  mem- 
l)er8  of  a  preferred  class.  The  allowance  comes  first;  the  direction 
as  to  payment  comes  afterward.  The  statute  fixes  the  order  of 
priority  of  claims,  and  this  the  courts  cannot  change.  Jenkins  v. 
JenkinSj  63  lud.  120.  All  that  a  complaint  need  do  is  to  state 
facts  showing  a  right  to  an  allowance;  it  need  not  anticipate  de- 
fenses, nor  show  the  existence  of  assets. 

The  English  rule  is  that  a  legacy  oannol  1k^  recovered  in  an  m> 
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Hon  at  law,  but  may  be  enforced  by  a  suit  in  equity.  The  Ameri- 
can cases  are  not  harmonious,  but  there  are  very  many  in  favor  of 
the  rule  that  an  action  at  law  will  lie  for  the  collection  of  the  leg- 
iicy.  3  Williams  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  2046,  auth.  n.  Under  our 
statute  it  cannot  be  important  to  inquire  whether  the  remedy  is 
lit  law  or  in  equity,  for  if  facts  are  stated  warranting  a  recovery,  a 
recovery  will  be  awarded,  no  matter  whether  the  case  made  is  cog- 
nizable in  equity  or  at  law.  The  object  of  our  statute  governing 
the  settlement  of  decedents'  estates  is  to  keep  all  matters  concern- 
ing- the  estate  in  the  court  having  probate  jurisdiction,  and  we 
think  it  was  proper  to  institute  this  proceeding  in  the  court  of 
prohate  jurisdiction  and  to  give  it  the  form  of  a  claim  against  the 
estate. 

W'e  are  referred  to  the  cases  of  Orisl  v.  Crist,  1  Ind.  670;  High- 
mt&    V.  White,  67  id.  596,  and   Oould  v.  Steyer,  75  id.  50,  as  sup- 
taining  appellant's  contention.     The  two  cases  first  named  were 
the     recovery  of  specific  things,  and  the  rule  applicable  in  such 
cases  is  very  different  from  that  which  prevails  where  all  that  is 
son  gilt  is  to  establish  a  claim  to  a  legacy  by  having  it  allowed . 
BraticA  v.  Holcraft,  14  Ind.  237,  and  Rapp  v.  Matthias,  35  id.  332, 
cited  in  Highnote  v.  White,  supra,  do  not  touch  the  question  here 
under  discussion.     In  Oould  v.  Steyer,  sicpra,  the  action  was  not 
J^inst  the  administrator,  but  against  the  legatees,  and  the  lan- 
guage used  in  the  opinion  is  applicable  to  such  a  case  as  that,  but 
not  to  a  case  like  this.     The  reason  that  Gould  v.  Steyer,  supra,  k 
well  decided,  is  that  as  long  as  the  matters  of  the  estate  are  un- 
settled, the  administrator,  and  not  the  heirs  or  legatees,  must  sue, 
»»d  this  is  what  is  decided  in  Fillingin  v.  Wylie,  3  Ind.  163.     The 
^aftguage  in  Oould  v.  Steyer,  supra,  must  be  limited  to  the  facts  of 
that  case.    We  do  not  find  any  case  warranting  tlie  conclusion  that 
a  legatee  is  bound  to  aver  that  the  administrator  has  assets,  or  that 
"^  is  in  ull  cases  bound  to  wait  until  the  estate  is  finally  settled 
5^i^d  the  administrator  discharged  before  he  can  have  the  amount  of 
the  legacy  established  by  an  order  of  allowance,  and  we  are  satisfied 
that  there  is  no  reason  for  such  a  conclusion.     The  cases  cited  by 
the  appellants  all  agree  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  administrator  t«» 
P*y  the  legacy;  and  if  this  be  true,  it  would  seem  clear  that  this 
™'y  should  be  performed  while  the  representative  capacity  existed. 
^ here  is  a  defect  in  the  complaint  which  compels  a  reversal. 
The  will  fixes  the  right  to  the  U'gaey,  and  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
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administrator  to  pay  it.  Heady  v.  State^  60  Ind.  316,  323.  But 
he  is  not  bound  to  pay  it  until  all  debts  of  the  estate  have  been 
paid.  Story  Eq.,  §  555.  He  may  therefore  rightfully  delay  pay- 
ment, and  in  doing  this  does  no  wrong,  and  if  he  does  no  wrong  then 
lie  is  not  liable  to  an  action.  We  suppose  no  one  doubts  that  before  an 
action  of  any  character  can  be  maintained,it  must  appear  that  the  de- 
fendant was  in  the  wrong.  In  this  case  it  does  not  appear  that  there 
was  any  denial  of  the  appellee's  claim;  for  auglit  that  appears  the  ad- 
ministrator may  have  fully  conceded  its  validity.  The  complaint 
siiould  show  in  such  a  case  as  this  that  the  legatee's  claim  was  de- 
nied by  the  administrator.  It  is  upon  this  principle  that  the  cases 
rest  which  hold  that  a  demand  must  precede  the  action.  3  Wait 
Act.  and  Def.  260;  3  Williams  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  2046,  auth.  n. 
A  complaint  which  does  not  show  a  payment  of  all  debts  must  show 
in  some  form,  that  there  is  reason  for  appealing  to  the  court  to 
establish  the  legacy,  and  must  also  show  that  there  is  some  wrong 
on  the  part  of  the  administrator.  For  the  defect  in  the  complaint 
pointed  out  by  us  the  judgment  is  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Note  by  the  Rki'ortek. —  See  Gerrislt  v.  Gerrish,  80reg.  351;  s.  c.  84  Am. 
Rep.  585.  In  Bankers  Appeal,  Pennsylvania  Supreme  Court,  Oct.,  1884,  a 
wiU  contained  a  legacy  on  the  third  page,  to  David  S.  Baker,  which  was 
erased,  with  the  reference,  "  see  next  page."  The  will  was  signed  at  the 
bottom  of  the  third  page.  On  the  next  page  was  the  substituted  provision 
for  David  S.  Baker,  with  some  others.  The  court  observed:  "The  will  of 
(Jeorge  Baker  is  commenced  upon  the  first,  and  is  formally  concluded  upon 
the  third  page  of  a  folio  of  foolscap  paper.  The  fourth  page  of  the  paper 
however  contains  another,  and  further  testamentary  provision,  and  as  the 
signature  to  the  will  is  at  the  end  of  what  is  written  on  the  third  page,  it 
is  urged,  on  the  one  side,  that  it  is  not  signed,  according  to  the  statutory  re- 
(juirement,  at  the  end  thereof;  on  the  other  side  it  is  contended  that  what  is 
written  on  the  fourth  page  is,  by  clear  reference,  incorporated  into  the  body 
of  the  will,  and  that  although  the  signature  is  not  at  the  end  of  the  writing, 
in  point  of  space,  yet  if  the  item  on  the  fourth  page  be  drawn  into  its  appro- 
priate and  clearly  intended  connection,  on  the  third  page,  the  signature  will 
then  appear  at  the  end  of  the  will  in  point  of  fact. 

'*  It  will  not,  we  think,  be  seriously  questioned,  notwithstanding  the  pro- 
visions of  the  ju't  of  1833,  that  any  relevant  paper  or  writing  attached  or  de- 
tached, it  there  be  no  reasonable  question  as  to  its  identity,  or  of  its  existence 
at  tlu»  execution  of  a  will,  may  be  so  referred  to  therein  as  thereby  to  become 
incorporaUjd  with  \x»  j>rovisiotis.  Xo  case  in  Pennsylvania  has  been  cited  by 
counsel,  with  tlit*  exception  i^Thaps  of  Hanberger  v.  Rootf  6  W.  &  S.  4J^1,  in 
whieli   thi^  lule  i^  e\]»n'ssly  Hsserte<l;  nor  in  the  somewhat  hasty  search  wt 
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have  made,  do  we  find  any  in  wliicb  tlie  precise  point  is  presented;  bat  in 
Eog-land,  and  in  the  courts  of  some  of  the  States,  under  similar  statutes,  the 
doctrine  is  distinctly  declared. 

*  *  In  Habergham  v.  Vincent,  2  Vesey,  Jr.,  228,  which  was  a  case  decided  under 
the  statute  of  frauds,  Wilson,  J.,  sitting  with  Lord  Chancellor  Loughborough, 
say.H :       *  I  believe  it  is  true,  and  I  have  found  no  case  to  the  contrary,  that  if  a 
t^iitator  in  his  will  refer  expressly  to  any  paper  already  written,  and  has  so  de- 
sert l>ed  it  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  identity,  and  the  will  is  executed 
in  the  presence  of  thi-ee  witnesses,  that  paper,  whether  executed  or  not,  makes 
part  of  the  Avill;  and  such  reference  is  the  same,  as  if  he  had  incorporated  it, 
be<*ause  words  of  relation  have  a  stronger  operation  tlian  any  other. '    This  case 
was  followed  In  re  Cotintess  of  Durham,  8  Curtis,  57,  and  in  many  other  c&ses, 
ix)tU  in  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  courts  of  England,  and  it  cannot  be  doubted 
thnt   such  was  the  rule  in  the  authentication  and  probate  of  wills,  under  the 
statute  of  frauds.     By  the  statutes  of  7  Will.  IV.  and  I  Vict. ,  c.  26,  however 
all  previous  provisions  as  to  execution  and  attestation  of  wills  were  repealed, 
and  it  vras  thereby  enacted  that  no  will  should  be  valid,  unless  in  writing  and 
executed  as  therein  provided,  and  one  of  the  requisites  was  that  it  should  be 
signed,  at  the  foot  or  end  thereof.  I>y  the  testator  or  by  some  other  person  in 
bis  presence  and  by  his  direction.    la  WiMis  v.  Lowey  5  Notes  of  Cases,  428,  and 
in  Stne^  v.  Bryer,  6  Moore  P.  C.  C.  404,  however  it  was  held  that  the  signa- 
ture must  be  so  affixed  at  the  end  of  the  will  as  to  leave  no  blank  space  for 
any  interpolation  between  the  end  of  the  will  and  the  signature.  This  was  found 
K»  produce  such  extensive  injustice  that  by  the  statute  15  and  16  Vict.,  c.  24, 
the  legislature  interfert^d  to  alter  the  law  so  established;  but  in  this  amenda- 
tory statute  it  is  expressly  provided  that  no  signature  shall  be  operative  to  give 
effect  to  any  disposition  or  direction  which  is  underneath  or  which  follows  it, 
uor  to  any  disposition  or  direction,  inserted  after  the  signature  shall  he  made. 
Upon  these  provisions  of  the  statute  law  of  England, the  case  of  Allen  v.Maddoch, 
\\  Moore  P.  C  C.  426,  was  decided.     In  that  case  after  an  extended  reference 
to  all  the  English  authorities,  and  a  full  discussion  of  the  subject,  it  was  held 
that  an  unattested  paper,  which  would  have  been  incorporated  in  an  attested 
will  or  codicil,  executed  according  to  the  statute  of   frauds,  is  now  in  the  same 
manner  incorporated,  if  the  will  or  codicil  is  executed  according  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  Wills  Act,  1  Vict.,  c.  26;  that  where  there  is  a  reference,  in  a 
duly  executed  testamentary  instrument,  to  another  testamentary  instrument, 
imperfectly  executed,  but  by  such  terms  as  to  make  it  capable  of  identification, 
it  is  necessarily  a  subject  for  the  admission  of  parol  e\'idence  as  to  its  identity, 
and  such  parol   evidence  is  not  excluded  by  the  statute  1  Vict.,  c.  26.     The 
judgment  in   AUen   v.    Maddork,    was  delivered    by  l^rd  Kingsdown,  who 
.says.    ♦  \i  ^.j^g  jj^^  contended  in  this  case,  nor  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  has  it 
*^"  <*«»Jitended  in  any  case,  since  the  Wills  Act  of  1887  (1  Vict.),  that  no  refer- 
♦nce.  however  distinct,  is  now  sufficient  to  incorporate  another  testamentary 
P*per  iu  the  paper  duly  executed  as  a  will  or  codicil;  but  the  question  has 
always  been,  what  reference  in  the  valid  paper  is  sufficient  to  let  in  evidence 
to  identify  the  invalid.'     The  doctrine  declared  in  AUen  v.  Maddoek,  has  not, 
we  believe,  in  any  res|ject  l>een  modified,  changed  or  doubted.     It  is  followed 
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in  many  subsequent  cases,  and  is  frequently  referred  to  as  containing  a  clear 
and  elaborate  exposition  of  the  law  on  the  subject.  In  re  Aimosinio,  6  Jur. 
(N.  8.)  803;  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  508;  In  re  White,  30  L.  J.  55;  Tn  re  Birt.  24  L.  T.  R. 
142. 

"  In  New  York  the  Revised  Statutes,  inter  alia,  required  that  every  last  will 
and  testament  of  real  or  personal  property  should  be  subscribed  by  the  testa- 
tor, at  the  end  thereof.  In  Tonnele  v.  Hall,  4  Comst.  140,  a  will  was  writt«*n 
on  several  annexed  sheets  of  paper,  and  was  duly  executed;  a  c^py  of  a  map 
was  upon  the  last  of  the  sheets  composing  the  Instrument;  it  was  referred  to 
in  the  will  as  being  annexed,  and  for  the  description  and  designation  of  the 
several  lots  devised,  but  it  was  not  signed  by  the  testator  nor  attested  by  the 
witnesses.  The  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  where  a  will,  otherwise  properly 
executed,  refers  to  another  paper  already  written,  and  so  describes  it  as  to 
leave  no  doubt  of  its  identity,  such  paper  makes  part  of  the  will,  although  it 
be  not  subscribed  or  even  attached.  It  was  contended  in  the  argument  of 
counsel  in  that  case,  that  such  a  sheet  annexed  must  be  considered  at  the  be- 
ginning or  the  end  of  the  instrument  merely  in  reference  to  its  local  annexation, 
without  regard  to  the  contents  of  the  writing  to  which  it  is  annexed;  but 
Jewett,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  *!  cannot  agree  that 
such  a  circumstance  can  have  the  effect  to  constitute  the  paper  referred  to,  the 
beginning  or  end  of  any  instrument,  in  the  body  of  which  reference  is  made  to 
it  or  its  contents,  whether  annexed  in  fact  or  not.  If  the  map  on  file  in  the 
register's  office  or  a  rednced  copy  of  it  annexed  may  be  treated  as  a  part  of  t\w 
instrument,  and  I  think  it  may  {Hahergliam  v.  VtTieent,  2  Vesey,  Jr.,  228  ; 
Bond  V.  SeaioeU,  3  Burr.  1775;  Wilkinson  v.  Adam,  1  Vesey  &  Beame,  445),  its 
contents  must  be  incorporated  and  distributed  in  it  to  the  extent  of  the  several 
references  made  to  it,  at  the  places  where  made,  and  thus  the  contents  of  the 
paper  to  which  the  instrument  refers  will  l^  deemed  constructively  inserted 
before  the  point  is  reached  where  the  subscription  by  the  decedent  and  signing^ 
by  witnesses  are  made.  *  We  may  also  refer  to  similar  rulings  upon  the  same 
point,  in  Loring  v.  Sumner,  23  Pick.  98;  Wilbar  v.  SmWt,  5  Allen,  194; 
Johnson  v.  Clarksan,  3  Rich.  Eq.  305;  Chambers  v.  McDaniel,  6  Ired.  226; 
Phelps  V.  RotMns,  40  Conn.  250;  Crof^  v.  Mason,  32  id.  482. 

'*  Mr.  Redfield,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Wills,  page  264,  after  a  discus- 
sion of  the  authorities,  English  and  American,  says:  *  The  cases  already  re- 
ferred to  show  very  clearly  that  a  will  required  to  be  witnessed  by  two  or 
more  persons,  or  executed  with  any  other  prescribed  formalities,  may  never- 
theless  adopt  an  existing  paper  by  reference;  and  this  is  true  of  others,  soon 
to  be  referred  to,  many  of  which  were  decided  during  the  existence  of  statutes 
requiring  such  formalities;  so  that  we  cannot  escape  from  the  force  of  these 
cases  by  supposing  they  had  reference  exclusively  to  wills  of  personal  estate, 
when  no  particular  formalities  were  required  under  the  earlier  English 
statutes.' 

**  In  our  own  State  we  find  no  ca.se  at  variance  with  the  doctrine  of  the  cases 
stated.  The  rulings  of  this  court  on  questions  similar  in  effect  and  preliminary 
in  their  nature  to  that  under  consideration,  have  in  every  instance,  been  in 
fonformity  with  the  views  here  expressed.      In  Ginder  v.  P\vmttfn,  10  Penn.  St. 
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98,  it  was  held  that  where  a  will  is  written  on  several  sheets  of  paper  fastened 
together  with  a  string,  proof  by  two  witnesses  of  the  signature  of  the  testator 
at  tlie  end  thereof  is  sufficient;  that  it  is  the  signature,  not  the  factum  or  body 
of  the  will  which  is  to  be  established  by  two  witnesses,  and  whether  there  has 
been  any  subsequent  or  fraudulent  interpolation  is  for  the  jury,  to  be  deter- 
mined as  other  cases.  In  Wikoff's  Appeal,  15  Penn.  St.  281,  following  the  Earl 
of  Essex's  case,  1  Show.  69,  it  was  held  that  a  will  may  be  made  on  distinct  pieces 
of  paper;  that  it  is  sufficient  if  they  are  connected  by  their  internal  sense,  and 
that  even  if  there  be  some  confusion  in  the  order  of  their  ariungement  when 
fastened  together,  they  are  to  be  read  according  to  their  coherence  or  adaptation 
of  parts.  In  Fbsselman  v.  Elder ,  98  Penn.  St.  159,  it  was  held  that  where  the 
name  and  designation  of  the  beneficial  party  was  written,  not  in  the  body  of 
the  codicil,  but  upon  the  face  of  an  envelope  in  which  it  was  found,  the  in- 
.scription  on  the  envelope  should  be  read  as  a  preface  to  and  in  connection  with 
the  paper  inclosed  therein,  and  that  they  together  constituted  a  valid  testa- 
mentary disposition. 

"  Thus  the  general  principle  has  been  clearly  established,  that  a  will  is  to 
be  read  in  such  order  of  pages  or  paragraphs  as  the  testator  manifestly  in- 
tended, and  the  coherence  and  adaptation  of  the  parts  clearly  required.  In 
writing  a  will  upon  the  pages  of  foolscap  paper  a  testator  may  or  may  not  con- 
form to  the  order  of  the  consecutive  pages  of  the  folio;  there  is  no  law  which 
binds  him  in  this  respect.  He  may  begin  upon  the  fourth  page  of  the  folio 
and  conclude  upon  the  first,  or  he  may  commence  upon  the  first,  continue  upon 
the  third,  and  conclude  upon  the  second.  In  whatever  order  of  pages  it  may 
be  written,  however,  it  is  to  be  read,  as  in  Wikojfs  Appeal,  according  to  the 
internal  sense  and  the  coherence  or  adaptation  of  parts.  The  order  of  connec- 
tion however  must  manifestly  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  it  cannot  be  es 
lablished  by  extrinsic  proof.  Whilst  therefore  the  end  of  the  writing  in  point 
of  space  may  in  most  cases  be  taken  as  the  end  of  the  disposition,  it  does  not 
follow  that  in  all  cases  the  signature  must  of  necessity  be  there  written,  if  it 
be  written  at  the  end  of  the  will,  according  to  such  connection  and  arrange- 
ment of  the  pages  or  sheets  as  the  obviously  inherent  sense  of  the  instrument 
requires. 

'•Where  however  the  continuity  of  a  writing,  otherwise  complete,  is  at- 
tempted to  be  broken  by  the  insertion  into  it  of  a  clause  or  paragraph  written 
upon  the  same  or  a  different  page  or  sheet,  the  clause  to  be  inserted  must  be 
p/ainly  referred  to,  and  be  susceptible,  also  of  certain  identification.  The 
r*»ference  must,  as  we  have  already  shown,  be  complete  in  the  body  of  the 
will.  The  testator*s  intention  cannot  otherwise  appear;  it  cannot  appear  by 
extrinsic  proof;  but  the  identification  of  that  which  is  sought  to  be  inserted,  in 
the  nature  of  the  case,  may  be  the  subject  of  extraneous  proof." 

T0L.LXIX  — 58 
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Pcvrtn&rahip  —  um  of  prm  na/me  by  purchaser  —  UtUdUty  of  former  member. 

Where  one  who.  has  carried  on  business  alone,  onder  a  firm  name,  sells  the 
business  to  his  sou,  who  continues  the  business  under  the  same  name, 
the  former  is  liable  for  goods  purchased  by  the  latter  from  an  actual  dealer 
with  the  former,  who  has  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  transfer. 

ACTION  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     The  opinion  states  the 
case.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

C.  E.  Shively  and  T,  J,  Study,  for  appellants. 

B,  U.  JohnsoUy  0.  S.  Needham  and  R.  A.  Jackson,  for  appellees. 

Best,  C.  This  action  was  brought  by  the  appellants  to  recover 
the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered.  A  separate  demurrer  to  tho 
complaint  by  each  appellee  was  sustaiued,  and  this  ruling  is  a^j- 
signed  as  error. 

The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiffs  are,  and 
for  five  years  have  been,  partners  at  New  Brighton,  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  engaged  in  manufacturing  and  selling  rose-pots,  and 
other  wares,  such  as  are  commonly  used  in  green-houses;  that  from 
the  year  1878  until  the  first  day  of  June,  1882,  the  said  Hannah  A. 
Leeds  owned  and  carried  on  in  the  city  of  Richmond,  in  this  StaU*, 
a  green-house,  and  was  during  that  time,  and  at  that  place,  en- 
gaged in  raising  and  cultivating  flowers  for  sale  in  connection  with 
«aid  green-house;  that  said  Hannah  conducted  and  carried  on  said 
business  under  the  name  of  *^ Leeds  &  Co.,"  and  while  she  carricnl 
on  said  business  under  said  name,  she  purchased  of  the  plaintiffs, 
by  such  name,  at  divei-s  times,  large  quantities  of  rose-pots  and 
otlier  wares  manufac  iiired  by  them,  to  be  used  by  her  in  said  busi- 
ness; that  said  goods  were  ordered  by  her  in  such  name,  and  wen* 
thus  sold  and  shipped  to  her;  tliat  at  tlie  time  such  purchases  were 
lutule,  the  plaintiffs  knew  that  said  Hannah  either  owned  said  greeii- 
liouse,  and  wa.s  carrying  on  said  business  upon  her  own  responsi- 
bility, or  was  interested  therein,  and  was  responsible  for  all  gooils 
purchased  under  the  name  of  **  Leeds  &  Co.;"  **  that  on  or  about 
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the  1st  day  of  June,  1882,  said  Hannah  A.  Leeds  sold,  assigned  and 
transferred  to  William  B.  Leeds,  who  is  her  son,  her  entire  interest 
in  said  green-house  business,  property,  goods  and  wares  used  in 
connection  thei^ewith,  without  any  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  or  knowl- 
edge on  their  part  of  such  sale,  assignment  and  transfer,"  and  that 
said  **  William  B.  Leeds  immediately  thereafter  continued  and  car- 
ried on  upon,  and  in  the  same  premises,  said  business  m  and  under 
the  said  name  of  *  Leeds  &  Co.,'  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
and  approval  of  said  Hannah  A.  Leeds,"  who  *'knew  that  Wil- 
liam B.  Leeds  was  ordering  and  purchasing  goods  and  wares  under 
aud  in  said  name  of  *  Leeds  &  Co.,'  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
said  business,"  and  who  suffered  him  to  carry  on  said  business 
under  the  name  of  **  Leeds  &  Co.,"  without  any  objection  upon  her 
part;  that  after  said  William  B.  Leeds  became  the  owner  of  said 
green-house,  and  while  he  was  carrying  on  said  business  in  the 
name  of  "  Leeds  &  Co.,"  and  before  the  plaintiff  had  any  knowl- 
edge whatever  that  said  Hannah  A.  Leeds  had  sold  and  transferred 
said  green-house  and  business  to  said  William  B.  Leeds,  the  latter, 
in  the  name  of  "Leeds  &  Co.,"  ordered  of  the  plaintiffs,  on  the 
14th  day  of  November,  1882,  62,300  rose-pots,  and  on  tlio  5th  day 
of  December,  1882,  33,700  more,  all  of  the  value  of  *4:5;  that  the 
plaintiffs,  from  their  place  of  business  at  New  Brighton,  shippi^d 
said  goods  to  '*  Leeds  &  Co.,"  at  Richmond,  in  this  State,  where  the 
same  were  received  by  said  William  B.  Leeds  and  used  by  him  in 
said  business;  that  at  the  time  said  goods  were  shipped  the  plaint- 
iffs believed  that  said  Hannah  A.  Leeds  was  still  the  owner  of  sjiid 
property,  and  was  carrying  on  said  business  under  such  name,  or 
was  interested  therein,  and  was  liable  for  all  goods  purchased  under 
said  name;  that  said  William  B.  Leeds  is  insolvent,  and  that  said 
sum  is  due  and  remains  wholly  unpaid.     Wherefore,  etc. 

The  appellee's  counsel  do  not  pretend  that  this  complaint  was 
not  suflBcient  against  William  B.  Leeds.  He  ordered  the  goods, 
they  were  shipped  to  him,  received  and  used  by  him,  and  of  course 
he  is  liable  for  them.  The  demurrer  by  him  should  therefore 
have  been  overruled. 

The  real  dispute  is  whether  Hannah  A.  Leeds  is  also  liable.  The 
appellants  insist,  that  under  the  circumstances  stated,  it  was  her 
duty  to  notify  them  that  she  had  ceased  to  do  business  under  thO 
name  '^  Leeds  &  Co.,"  and  that  her  failure  to  do  so  renders  her  lia- 
ble for  the  jrofMis  in  question.     This  the  appellees'  counsel  dispute. 
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They  insist  that  since  she  and  her  son  were  not  partners^and  the  rela- 
tion of  principal  and  agent  did  not  in  fact  exist  between  them,  she 
was  under  no  obligation  to  notify  the  appellants  that  she  had 
ceased  to  do  business,  and  as  she  did  not  buy  the  goods  she  is  not  lia- 
ble to  pay  for  them.  The  facts  averred  do  not  show  that  the  son 
was  either  the  partner  or  the  agent  of  the  mother,  and  if  the  rule 
requiring  a  partner  on  retiring  from  the  firm,  or  a  principal  upon 
the  termination  of  an  agency,  to  give  notice  of  such  change,  rests 
alone  upon  the  fact  of  such  previous  relation,  it  cannot  apply  to 
this  case,  for  no  such  relation  appears  to  have  existed.  The  rule 
however  does  not  rest  exclusively  upon  such  relation,  nor  has  it 
been  thus  limited.  It  has  frequently  been  applied  to  persons  who 
in  fact  sustained  no  such  relation.  For  instance,  to  persons  who 
have  held  themselves  out  as  partners,  and  to  persons  who  have  held 
others  out  as  their  agents.  In  such  cases  it  has  been  uniformly  ap- 
plied, and  the  fact  of  such  relation  has  not  been  deemed  essential 
to  create  liability.  Indeed  the  rule  does  not  rest  upon  such  pre- 
requisite, but  rather  upon  the  fact  tliat  since  third  parties  have 
been  led  to  believe  that  a  certain  condition  of  things  existed,  and 
have  extended  their  credit  upon  the  faith  of  such  assurances,  the 
party  making  them  shall  be  bound  by  them.  This  rule  is  gen- 
erally applied  to  a  retiring  partner,  not  because  the  former  relation 
existed,  nor  because  the  remaining  member  had  in  fact  any  author- 
ity to  bind  him,  but  because  third  parties,  who  extend  credit  upon 
the  faith  of  such  assuninco  as  grows  out  of  the  actual  or  assumed 
relation,  have  no  notice  to  the  contrary,  and  to  permit  him  to  es- 
cape liability  would  enable  him  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  such 
persons.  The  consequences  that  would  probably  result  from  the 
adoption  of  a  diflferent  rule  is  the  basis  of  this  one,  and  we  perceive 
no  reason  why  it  should  not  extend  to  every  case  where  the  condi- 
tions and  consequences  are  substantially  the  same. 

A  retiring  partner  sustains  no  relation  to  the  remaining  mem- 
ber that  actually  authorizes  them  to  bind  him;  neither  did  the 
mother  to  the  son.  Such  members  continue  the  business  in  the 
same  name,  and  so  did  the  son.  In  these  respects  the  cases  are 
precisely  alike.  The  only  difference  is  that  the  partner  sells  a 
portion,  and  permits  the  business  to  continue,  while  the  mother 
sells  the  whole  and  permits  the  business  to  continue.  What  possi- 
ble difference  can  it  make  to  third  parties  without  notice  whether 
the  mother  sells  a  part  or  the  whole,  or  whether  she  retires  as  a 
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partner  or  sells  as  owner.  In  either  ease  tlie  consequences  are  the 
same^  and  we  can  perceive  no  reason  why  she  should  be  liable  in 
one  case  and  not  in  the  other.  Third  parties  are  just  as  likely  to 
lend  their  credit,  and  just  as  liable  to  be  defrauded  as  though  she 
were  a  retiring  partner;  indeed  from  a  third  party's  standpoint  she 
appears  as  nothing  less.  She  engages  in  business  under  a  firm  name 
which  imports  a  partnership,  and  the  business  continues  under 
such  name,  without  any  notice  that  she  has  ceased  her  connection 
with  it.  Why  should  she  not  be  treated  like  such  partner,  and  held 
to  the  same  obligations.  The  same  reasons  certainly  exist,  and  as 
the  same  consequences  may  follow,  we  think  the  same  rules  should 
apply. 

In  addition  to  this,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  use  of  the  name  by  the 
son,  with  the  mother's  "knowledge,  consent  and  approval,"  renders 
her  liable  to  the  appellants.  The  facts  averred  show  that  under 
this  name  she  did  business  with  the  appallants,  and  that  they  knew 
that  she  was  "Leeds  &  Co.,"  or  was  liable  for  the  debts  thus  con- 
tracted under  that  name.  The  act  of  doing  business  under  that 
name  was  an  unequivocal  representation  to  the  appellants  that  she 
was  "  Leeds  &  Co.,"  or  was  liable  for  debts  thus  contracted,  and  the 
adoption  of  such  name,  and  the  act  of  doing  business  with  the  appel- 
lants under  it,  were  if  no  one  else  was  represented  by  the  name,  tanta^ 
mount  to  an  assurance  that  "  Leeds  &  Co."  was  in  fact  Hannah  A. 
Leeds,  the  son  could  not  thereafter  contract  with  tlie  appellants 
under  such  name  while  they  remained  in  ignorance  of  the  facts, 
without  such  act  operating  as  a  continued  assurance  tliat  Hannah 
A.  Leeds  was  still  doing  business  under  the  name  of  "  Leeds  & 
Co."  When  therefore  the  son  did  business  under  such  name  with 
the  appellants,  he  was  continually  representing  to  them  that  his 
mother  was  still  doing  business  under  such  name,  and  as  the  busi- 
ness was  done  under  such  name,  with  the  "  knowledge,  consent 
and  approval "  of  his  mother,  it  necessarily  follows  that  she  per- 
mitted him  to  thus  hold  her  out  as  doing  business  under  such 
name.     This  would  of  course  render  her  liable  to  the  appellants. 

We  have  not  been  cited  to,  nor  have  found  any  case  directly  in 
point.  There  are  many  however  quite  analogous.  Where  a  firm 
dissolves,  and  the  retiring  partner  permits  the  continued  use  of  his 
name,  he  will  be  held  liable  for  debts  thereafter  contracted  in  favor 
of  those  who  were  ignorant  of  the  facts,  though  notice  of  dissolu- 
tion was  given.     CoUyer  Part,  §  538;  1   Lindley  Part.  440;  Free- 
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7nan  v.    Falconer,  44  N.  Y.  Snp.  Ct.  (12  J.  &   S.)  132 ;  Speer  v. 
Bishop,  24   Ohio  St.  598. 

In  such  case,  after  dissolution  and  after  notice,  the  remaining 
members  of  the  firm  sustain  no  relation  to  the  retiring  partner  that 
will  enable  them  to  bind  him  either  among  themselves  or  in  favor 
of  third  parties.  Under  such  circumstances  the  remaining  mem- 
bers possess  no  more  power  to  bind  the  retiring  partner  than  the  son 
possessed  to  bind  the  mother  in  this  case;  but  if  such  partner  permits 
the  use  of  his  name  he  will  be  bound  as  though  he  was  in  fact  a  part- 
ner. The  same  principle  seems  to  apply  to  this  case.  If  the  appellants 
were  authorized  to  regard  the  name  of  *'  Leeds  &  Co."  as  the  name 
under  which  Hannah  A.  Leeds  did  business,  then  the  use  of  such 
name  by  the  son,  with  her  "  knowledge,  consent  and  approval,*' 
will  bind  her  as  though  she  was  in  fact  doing  business  under  such 
name. 

It  is  said  however  that  she  could  not  prevent  the  use  of  such 
name.  If  this  were  conceded  it  is  no  answer  to  the  averment  that 
he  used  the  name  with  her  "knowledge,  consent  and  approval." 
If  thus  done,  it  was  used  by  her  permission.  We  think  the  facts 
stated  also  render  her  liable,  and  that  the  court  erred  in  sustaining 
the  demurrer  filed  by  her.  The  judgment  should  therefore  be  re- 
versed. 

Per  Curiam.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  upon  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, that  the  judgment  be  and  it  is  hereby  in  all  things  reversed, 
at  the  costs  of  the  appellees,  with  instructions  to  overrule  the  de- 
murrer filed  by  each  of  the  appeUees. 

Judgment  reversed. 


O'DoNovAN  V.  Chatard. 

(97  Ind.  421.) 

lUUgimM  society  —  bitthop  removing  priett. 

No  action  lies  by  a  Catholic  priest  against  his  bishop  for  removing  him  trom 

his  office.* 

4CTI0N  of  damages.     The  opinion  states  the  case.    The  defend- 
ant had  judgment  below. 

~»See   7\iigg  v.  SJuenan  (101  Penn.  St.  368),  47  Am.  Hep.  727.  ante.  186. 
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R.  Hill  and  /.  W.  Nichol,  for  appellant. 

T,  A,  Hendricks,  A.  W.  Hendricks y  C.  Baker,  0.  B.  Hord,  A. 
Baker  and  E,  Daniels,  for  appellee. 

Franklik,  C.  Appellant  brought  this  action  against  appellee 
to  recover  damages,  alleging  in  his  complaint,  as  a  cause  therefor, 
that  appellee,  as  bishop  in  the  Catholic  church  of  the  proper  dio- 
cese, had,  without  jurisdiction  and  without  just  cause  or  provoca- 
tion, removed  appellant  as  priest  in  said  church  at  Brownsburg, 
Hendricks  county,  Indiana. 

On  motion  of  appellee  parts  of  the  complaint  were  stricken  out, 
and  then  a  demurrer  was  sustained  to  the  remainder  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  judgment  was  rendered  for  appellee.  On  appeal  to  the 
General  Term  of  the  court,  the  judgment  of  the  Special  Term 
was  affirmed. 

The  question  presented  by  counsel  in  this  court  is,  can  a  priest 
in  the  Catholic  church  maintain  an  action  in  the  civil  courts  against 
the  bishop  for  simply  removing  him  from  office  ? 

Appellant,  in  his  belief, says:  "Had  appellant  been  charged  with 
hereby  in  faith  or  practice,  or  the  violation  of  any  rule  of  the  Catho- 
lic church,  under  well-settled  rules  civil  courts  would  not  have 
heard  his  complaint,  but  would  have  remitted  him  to  his  church 
judicatories,  reminding  him  that  when  he  became  a  priest  in  the 
Catholic  church  he  had  agreed  to  submit  such  controversies  to  the 
decision  of  these  tribunals." 

This  being  true,  can  the  priest  raise  an  issue  with  his  bishop, 
and  submit  to  the  civil  courts,  whether  the  action  of  the  bishop  in 
matters  of  discipline  and  church  government  was  right  or  wrong, 
reasonable  or  unreasonable,  wise  or  unwise,  and  have  the  opinion 
of  a  jury  upon  that  subject  ? 

In  the  case  of  Watson  v.  Jones,  13  Wall.  679,  it  is  said,  on  page 
728:  "In  this  country  the  full  and  free  right  to  entertain  any 
religious  belief,  to  practice  any  religious  principle,  and  to  teach  any 
religious  doctrine  which  does  not  violate  the  laws  of  morality  and 
]>roperty,  and  which  does  not  infringe  personal  rights,  is  conceded 
to  all.  The  law  knows  no  heresy,  and  is  committed  to  the  support 
of  no  dogma,  the  establishment  of  no  sect.  The  right  to  organize 
voluntary  religious  associations  to  assist  in  the  expression  and  dis- 
.sfmination  of  any  religious  doctrine,  and  to  create  tribunals  for  the 
decision  of  controverted  questions  of  faith  within  the  Jissociation,  and 
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for  the  ecclesiastical  government  of  all  the  individual  members^  con- 
gregations, and  oflScers  within  the  general  association,  is  unques- 
tioned. All  who  unite  themselves  to  such  a  body  do  so  with  an  implied 
consent  to  this  government,  and  are  bound  to  submit  to  it.  But 
it  would  be  a  vain  consent  and  would  lead  to  the  total  subvei'sion 
of  such  religious  bodies,  if  any  one  aggrieved  by  one  of  their  decis- 
ions could  appeal  to  the  secular  courts  and  have  them  reversed. 
It  is  of  the  essence  of  these  religious  unions,  and  of  their  right  to 
establish  tribunals  for  the  decision  of  questions  arising  among  them- 
selves, that  those  decisions  should  be  binding  in  all  cases  of  eccle- 
siastical cognizance,  subject  only  to  such  appeals  as  the  organism 
itself  provides  for." 

In  the  case  of  Orivies  v.  Harmony  35  Ind.  198,  254 ;  s.  c,  9  Am. 
Rep.  690,  it  was  held:  ''That  over  the  church,  as  such,  the  legal 
tribunals  do  not  have,  or  profess  to  have,  any  jurisdiction  whatever, 
except  to  protect  the  civil  rights  of  others  and  to  preserve  the  pub- 
lic peace.  All  questions  relating  to  the  faith  and  practice  of  the 
church  and  its  members  belong  to  the  church  judicatures  to  which 
they  have  voluntarily  subjected  themselves.  But  the  civil  courts 
will  interfere  with  churches  and  religious  associations,  and  deter- 
mine upon  questions  of  faith  and  practice  of  a  church  when  rights 
of  property  and  civil  rights  are  involved." 

In  the  case  of  Chase  v.  Chenijy  58  111.  509;  s.  c,  II  Am.  Rep. 
95,  it  was  held,  that  the  Constitution  guarantees  **from  all  inter- 
ference by  the  State,  not  only  each  man's  religious  faith  but  \\\^ 
membership  in  the  church,  and  the  rights  and  discipline  which 
might  be  adopted.  The  only  exception  to  uncontrolled  liberty  is 
that  acts  of  licentiousness  shall  not  be  excused,  and  practices 
inconsistent  with  the  })eace  and  safety  of  the  State  shall  not  be 
justified.  Freedom  of  religious  profession  and  worship  cannot  be 
maintained  if  the  civil  courts  trench  upon  the  domain  of  the 
church,  construe  its  canons  and  rules,  dictate  its  discipline  and 
regulate  its  trials." 

In  the  case  of  White  Lick  Quarterly  Meeting  v.  White  Lick  Qtmr- 
terly  Meeting y  89  Ind.  136,  it  is  said,  on  page  151:  "  Civil  courts  in 
this  country  have  no  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction.  They  cannot  revise 
or  question  ordinary  acts  of  church  discipline,  and  can  only  inter- 
fere in  church  controversies  where  civil  rights  or  the  rights  of 
property  are  involved.  Where  a  civil  right  depends  upon  some 
matter  pertaining  to  ecclesiastical  affairs,  the  civil  tribunal  tries 
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the  ciyil  right  and  nothing  more,  taking  the  ecclesiastical  decisions, 
out  of  which  the  civil  right  has  arisen,  a»  it  finds  them,  and 
accepting  those  decisions  as  matters  adjudicated  by  another  juris- 
diction. The  civil  courts  act  upon  the  theory  that  the  ecclesiastical 
courts  are  the  best  judges  of  merely  ecclesiastical  questions,  and  of 
all  matters  which  concern  the  doctrines  and  discipline  of  the 
respective  religious  denominations  to  which  they  belong.  When  a 
person  becomes  a  member  of  a  church  he  becomes  so  upon  the 
condition  of  submission  to  its  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  and  how- 
ever much  he  may  be  dissatisfied  with  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdic- 
tion, he  has  no  right  to  invoke  the  supervisory  power  of  a  civil 
court  so  long  as  none  of  his  civil  rights  are  invaded.  This  doctrine 
inevitably  results  from  that  total  separation  between  church  and 
State  which  exists  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  is 
essential  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  guaranteed  rights  of  Ameri- 
can citizenship.  Very  naturally  a  different  rule  prevails  in  England, 
where  church  and  State  are  united.^' 

In  the  case  of  Oerman  Reformed  Clmrch  v.  Seiherty  3  Penn.  St. 
282,  it  is  said  on  page  291:  *'The  decisions  of  ecclesiastical  courts, 
like  every  other  judicial  tribunal,  are  final;  as  they  are  the  best 
judges  of  what  constitutes  an  offense  agamst  the  word  of  God  and 
the  discipline  of  the  church.  Any  other  than  those  courts  must 
be  incompetent  judges  of  matters  of  faith,  discipline  and  doctrine; 
and  civil  courts,  if  they  should  be  so  unwise  as  to  attempt  to  super- 
vise their  judgments  on  matters  which  come  within  their  jurisdic- 
tion, would  only  involve  themselves  in  a  sea  of  uncertainty  and 
doubt,  which  would  do  any  thing  but  improve  either  religion  or 
good  morals.'' 

In  the  case  of  Shannon  v.  Frost,  3  B.  Monr.  253,  it  is  said: 
**  This  court,  having  no  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  cannot  revise  or 
question  ordinary  acts  of  church  discipline  or  excision.  Our  only 
judicial  power  in  the  case  arises  from  the  conflicting  claims  of  the 
parties  to  the  church  property  and  the  use  of  it.  And  these  we 
must  decide,  as  we  do  all  other  civil  controversies  brought  to  this 
tribunal  for  ultimate  decision.  We  cannot  decide  who  ought  to  be 
members  of  the  church,  nor  whether  the  excommunicated  have 
been  justly  or  unjustly,  regularly  or  irregularly  cut  off  from  the 
body  of  the  church.  ♦  *  *  The  judicial  eye  of  the  civil  author- 
ity of  this  land  of  religious  liberty,  cannot  penetrate  the  veil  of  the 
church,  nor  can  the  arm  of  this  court  either  rend  or  touch  that 
Vol.  XLIX  —  59 
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veil  for  the  forbidden  purpose  of  vindicating  the  alleged  wrongs  of 
the  exscinded  members.  When  they  became  members  they  did  so  on 
the  condition  of  continuing  or  not,  as  themselves  and  their  church 
might  determine.  In  that  respect  they  voluntarily  subjected  them- 
selves to  the  ecclesiastical  power,  and  cannot  invoke  the  supervision 
or  control  of  that  jurisdiction  by  this  or  any  other  civil  tribunal." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  in  the  case  of  Ferraria  V.  Vascoii- 
cellos,  31  III.  25,  adopts  and  approves  this  language  of  the  Kentucky 
court.     See  also  Bouldin  v.  Alexander,  15  Wall.  131. 

In  the  case  of  Fitzgerald  v.  RohineoHy  112  Mass.  371,  where  an 
jietion  was  brought  by  a  parishioner  against  a  priest  on  account  of 
excommunication,  it  was  held  that,  **  If  the  defendant  was  compe- 
t<Mit  to  pass  sentence  of  excommunication,  we  cannot  inquire  into 
tlie  grounds  and  regularity  of  the  proceedings."  See  also  Oros- 
re  nor  v.   Unifed  Society,  118  Mass.  78. 

lu  the  case  of  State  of  New  Jersey  v.  Rector,  45  N.  J.  L.  230, 
it  was  held  that  courts  of  law  will  mterpose  to  control  the  proceed- 
ings of  ecclesiastical  bodies  when  a  right  to  property  is  involved, 
but  in  no  other  instance. 

In  the  case  of  Chase  v.  Cheney,  supra,  it  is  said,  on  page  536; 
'*  We  have  no  right,  and  therefore  will  not  exercise  the  power  to 
dictate  ecclesiastical  law.  We  do  not  aspire  to  become  de  facto 
heads  of  the  church,  and  by  construction  or  otherwise  abrogate 
its  laws  and  canons.  We  shall  not  inquire  whether  the  alleged 
omission  is  any  offense.  This  is  a  question  of  ecclesiastical  cogni- 
zance. This  is  no  forum  for  such  adjudication.  The  church 
should  guard  its  own  fold;  enact  and  construe  its  own  laws;  enforce 
Its  own  discipline;  and  thus  will  be  maintained  the  boundary 
between  the  temporal  and  spiritual  power." 

In  the  case  of  Gajfy.  Oreer,  88  Ind.  122;  s,  c,  45  Am.  Rep.  449,  this 
court  approved  the  rule  announced  in  the  case  of  Shannon  v.  Frosts 
Hiipra,  and  adds:  **  The  same  rule  is  asserted  in  the  following  cases: 
State  V.  Farris,  45  Mo.  183;  Robertson  v.  Bullions,  9  Barb.  64, 
134;  Germany  etc.,  Church  v.  5l8i*er^,  3  Penn.  St.  282;  Gibson  y. 
Armstrong,  7  B.  Monr.  481;  Hannon  v.  Dreher,  1  Speer  Eq.  87." 
And  it  is  further  said,  that  *'  These  authorities  establish  the  propo- 
sition that  the  decision  of  one  of  these  judicatories  is  binding  upon 
the  courts  where  such  questions  arise.  It  is  said  ho>vever  that  the 
appellants  had  no  notice,  and  for  that  reason  the  order  is  u  nullity. 
This  was  a  question  for  the  presbytery."  .    . 
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In  the  case  of  Chctse  v.  Cheney,  supra,  it  was  further  held  that 
the  civil  courts  will  interfere  with  churches  and  religious  associa- 
tions when  the  rights  of  property  or  civil  rights  are  involved,  but 
will  not  revise  the  decisions  of  such  associations  upon  ecclesiiistical 
matters  merely  to  ascertain  their  jurisdiction;  also  that  the  decis- 
ions of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  are  final  as  to  what  constitutes  an 
offense  against  the  discipline  of  the  church.  In  the*  dissenting 
opinion  the  question  of  jurisdiction  as  decided  is  stated  as  follows: 
"  We  understand  the  opinion  as  implying,  that  in  the  administmtion 
of  ecclesiastical  discipline,  and  where  there  is  no  other  right  of 
property  involved  than  the  loss  of  the  clerical  office  or  salary,  as  an 
incident  to  such  discipline,  a  spiritual  t3ourt  is  the  exclusive  judge 
of  its  own  jurisdiction,  under  the  laws  or  canons  of  the  religious 
association  to  which  it  belongs,  and  its  decision  of  that  question  is 
binding  upon  secular  courts." 

The  case  of  Gonnitt  v.  Reformed,  etc.,  Church,  4  Lans.  339,  ap- 
proved the  rule  established  in  the  case  of  Chase  v.  Cheney y  supra. 
And  in  that  case  it  is  further  said:     ''We  cannot  fail  to  see,  I 
think,  that  in  this  case  the  pastoral  relation  established  between 
Mr.  Connitt  and  the  churcJi  of  New  Prospect  was  as  purely  eccle- 
siastical as  that  in  which  he  stood  as  minister  in  the  Reformed 
Oharch  of  America.     His  rights  and  duties  as  minister  and  as 
pastor  were  ecclesiastical,  not  civil;  and  the  ecclesiastical  tribunals 
of  the  Reformed   Church   of  America  alone   could   suspend   or 
depose  him  from  the   ministry,  or  dissolve   the  relation   which 
existed  between  him  and  the  church,  as  pastor  and  people.     His 
^iuties  as   minister,    when   placed   over   this  church,    were   of  a 
character    peculiarly  within    the   cognizance  of    the   authorities 
of   the    church   organization   to   which   he   belonged,    and   were 
^0  be   performed  in  pursuance  of  the  rules   and   usages  of  that 
^'Sanization;  as  minister  and  pastor  he  was  amenable  to  no  other 
o'janization;  and  such  organization,  through  its  different  instru- 
'^eutalities,  consistories,  classes,  and  synods,  had  entire  control  of 
both  pastor  and  people  in  all  ecclesiastical  matters.     The  secular 
courts  liave  no  jurisdiction  over  the  ecclesiastical  rights  of  either 
P^tor  or  people,  and  neither  can  resort  to  those  courts  for  the 
protection  or  enforcement  of  such  rights.    *     *    Now  inasmuch  as 
the  relation  in  question  is  not  a  civil  one,  dependent  upon  muni- 
cipal law,  but   wholly  ecclesiastical,  and  wholly  dependent  upon 
ecclesiastical  rule,  and  its  administration,  by  the  church   jiidica- 
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tories,  it  is  not  for  this  court  to  review  the  decisions  and  judgments 
of  such  church  judicatories.  Over  them,  and  the  administration  of 
their  rules  and  usages,  we  have  no  jurisdiction.  No  civil  right  is 
infringed  by  them  in  dissolving  the  pastoral  relation.  Mr.  Connitt 
has  no  right  to  the  continuance  of  such  relation,  cognizable  in  the 
civil  courts,  and  consequently  any  wrong  done  him  by  the  church 
courts,  in  its  dissolution,  is  not  one  cognizable  by  tlie  civil  courts, 
either  in  an  original  or  appellate  proceeding.  The  right  to  salary, 
etc.,  it  is  true,  is,  by  contract,  made  dependent  upon  the  continu- 
ance of  the  pastoral  relation.  But  this  does  not  bring  such  con- 
tinuance within  the  cognizance  of  the  civil  courts.  They  can  in- 
quire only  into  the  fact  of  the  continuance.  The  relation  is  never- 
theless controlled  by  the  ecclesiastical  authorities;  and  the  fact  of 
their  dissolution  of  it  is  conclusive."  See  the  cases  of  Dutch  Church 
V.  Bradford^  8  Cow.  457,  and  Robertson  v.  Bullions,  supra. 

In  the  complaint  under  consideration,  it  is  shown  that  the 
plaintiff  was  notified  by  the  defendant  that  his  case  would  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  diocesan  councillors.  But  plaintiff  insists  that  he 
was  not  notified  that  any  charges  had  been  preferred  against  him, 
or  of  the  time  and  place  of  their  hearing,  as  is  required  by  the  "  t;?- 
structio."  But  thereafter,  to- wit,  on  the  2d  day  of  December,  1880, 
the  plaintiff  was  served  with  official  notice  by  said  defendant  that 
his  case  for  the  non-payment  of  1300,  with  interest,  to  said  Hart, 
so  claimed  to  be  due  as  aforesaid  from  said  congregation  of  St 
Malachi's  church,  had  been  by  him  referred  to  the  diocesan  com- 
mittee, and  that  on  December  1st,  1880,  the  diocesan  councillors 
had  decided  advereely  to  plaintiff,  and  that  in  consequence  thereof 
said  defendant  informed  plaintiff  that  unless  said  sum  of  $300, 
with  interest  due,  should  be  paid  to  said  Hart  within  two  weeks 
from  said  Ist  day  of  December,  1880,  plaintiff  would  cease  ipso 
facto  to  be  rector  of  the  congregation  of  Brownsburg,  and  likewise 
all  i^laintiff's  faculties,  of  eveiy  nature,  as  such  priest  or  rector, 
would  also  cease.  That  he  failed  to  pay  the  money  within  the  time, 
and  the  defendant  removed  him  from  his  said  clerical  office  of 
priest  and  rector,  and  deprived  him  of  all  the  benefits  and  emolu- 
ments thereof. 

The  complaint  shows  an  adjudication  of  the  plaintiff's  case  by 
the  proper  ecclesiastical  authorities  of  the  church  to  which  he  bo- 
longed,  and  according  to  the  foregoing  authorities,  it  is  not  for 
this  court  to  inquire  whether  that  adjudication  was  regular  or  ir- 
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regular,  right  or  wrong;  it  is  final  in  the  premises.  Another  case 
between  these  same  parties,  growing  out  of  the  same  transaction, 
and  in  relation  to  the  church  property,  has  heretofore  been  before 
this  court  Chatard  v.  G* Donovan,  80  Ind.  20;  s.  c,  41  Am.  Rep. 
7S2.  In  the  conclusion  of  the  opinion  in  that  case  this  court  said: 
' '  We  are  however  of  the  opinion  that  the  relation  of  the  parties 
was  more  like  that  of  master  and  servant  —  the  possession  of  the 
priest  being  in  fact  the  possession  of  his  superior,  the  bishop,  who 
had  power  at  any  time  and  upon  his  own  judgment  or  discretion 
to  remove  one  and  install  another  in  the  office  of  pastor,  and  in  the 
possession  of  the  property  of  the  office." 

If  master  and  servant  was  the  true  relation  between  the  parties, 
the  master  certainly  had  the  right  to  dissolve  that  relation,  with- 
out giving  tlie  servant  a  right  to  an  action  in  the  civil  courts  for 
its  mere  dissolution;  or  if  the  bishop  had  discretionary  powers  to 
remove  the  priest,  clearly  no  action  at  law  would  lie  for  the  exer- 
cise of  such  discretionary  powers. 

Viewing  this  case  in  all  the  lights  surrounding  it,  Ave  see  no 
principle  of  the  law  upon  which  this  action  can  be  maintained. 

There  is  no  error  in  striking  out  parts  of  the  complaint,  or  in 
sustaining  a  demurrer  to  it.     The  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  upon  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, that  the  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  court  below  be, 
and  it  is  in  all  things  affirmed  with  cost». 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Bloom  v.  Franklin  Life  Insurance  Company. 

(07  Ind.  478.) 
InauranM — lift  — *  *  xiolation  of  law  " —  assault. 

A  life  insurance  policy  was  conditioned  to  be  void  if  the  insared  should  die 
"  in  the  known  violation  of  law."  He  assanlted  a  married  woman,  withont 
cause  or  justification,  and  her  husband,  while  defending  her,  killed  him. 
Held,  that  the  policy  was  avoided.* 

ACTION  on  a  life  insurance  policy.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 
The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

•  To  same  effect.  Murrain  v.  New  York  Life  Itis.  Co.  (96  N.  Y.  614),  48  Am. 

Rep.  65a 
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H,  Z>.  McMulhn,  />.  71  Downey  and  F.  Heiner,  for  appellants. 
B.  Harrison,  W,  H.  H,  Miller  and  /.  B,  Elam,  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  C.  J.  The  policy  of  insurance  upon  which  the  appel- 
lant's complaint  is  founded  contains  a  provision  that  if  the  assured 
shall  die  by  reason  of  intemperance  from  the  use  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  or  in  the  known  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  States  or  of 
the  United  States,  the  policy  shall  be  void.  The  answer  of  the 
appellee,  after  setting  forth  the  provision  of  the  policy,  proceeds  as 
follows:  *'  And  this  defendant  avers  that  the  said  August  Bloom, 
the  assured,  came  to  his  death  in  the  following  manner,  to-wit: 
On  or  about  the  29th  day  of  December,  1881,  the  said  August 
Bloom,  while  in  a  state  of  intoxication  from  the  use  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors,  did  commit  an  assault  and  batteiy  upon  one  Wilhel- 
mina  Bloom,  the  wife  of  his  brother,  Albert  Bloom,  at  the  town  of 
Aurora,  and  State  of  Indiana,  and  while  thus  engaged  in  perpe- 
trating said  assault  and  battery,  and  while  violently  beating,  bruis- 
ing, choking  and  maltreating  her,  the  said  wife  of  his  brother,  he, 
the  said  August,  being  at  the  time  in  a  state  of  intoxication,  his 
brother,  the  said  Albert,  did  then  and  there,  for  the  purpose  of 
lawfully  defending  his  wife  against  said  assault  and  battery,  strike 
tlie  said  August  Bloom  upon  the  head  with  a  jack  plane,  or  some 
other  wooden  instrument,  thereby  fracturing  the  skull  of  him,  the 
sjiid  August,  and  causing  his  death  within  a  few  hours  there- 
after. '' 

There  can  be  no  (juestion  as  t^  the  force  and  validity  of  the  pro- 
vision of  tlie  policy  declaring  it  to  be  of  no  eifect  in  the  event  that 
the  assured  shall  come  to  his  death  from  the  effects  of  intemper- 
ance, or  while  engaged  in  willful  violation  of  the  law.  We  do  not 
indeed  understand  the  appellant  as  insisting  upon  the  invalidity 
of  this  provision,  but  as  asserting  that  the  facts  stated  do  not  show 
tluit  the  assured  died  from  the  effects  of  intemperance,  or  that  ho 
met  his  death  while  engaged  in  knowingly  violating  the  law. 

We  do  not  think  that  an  answer,  averring  that  the  assured  came 
to  liis  death  while  engaged  in  violating  the  law,  need  be  framed 
with  the  same  precision  as  would  be  necessary  in  an  indictment  in 
a  criminal  prosecution.  The  rules  of  pleading  in  civil  cases  are 
not  s(>  rigid  and  strict  as  they  are  in  prosecutions  for  criminal  of- 
fenses.    Wo  cannot  therefore  accept  as  a  just  standard  the  rule 
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which  obtains  in  cases  of  indictments,  but  even  in  sach  cases  the 
pleading  is  good  if  it  describes  the  offense  in  the  language  of  the 
statute,  or  in  language  of  equivalent  meaning. 

The  answer  charges  that  the  assured  did  commit  an  assault  and 
battery,  and  then  sets  forth  the  facts  constituting  the  offense.    "It 
is  true  that  the  language  of  the  statute  defining  the  offense  is  not 
pursued,  but  we  do  not  think  that  this  was  necessary,  for  all  that 
it  W&&  incumbent  upon  the  appellee  to  do  was  to  state  such  facts  as 
would  enable  the  court  to  conclude  as  matter  of  law,  that  there 
was  an  assault  and  battery  committed.     The  facts  stated  warrant 
this  conclusion.     It  is  not  necessary  in  a  complaint  to  anticipate 
defenses,  nor  is  it  necessary  in  an  answer  to  anticipate  matters  that 
might  be  replied  in  avoidance.    In  the  one  case  it  is  suflScient  to 
mfike  i\  prima  facie  cAuse  of  action,  and  in  the  other  to  make  ji 
prima  facie  defense.     We  can  see  no  reason  for  taking  this  case  out 
of  the  general   rule.     It  is  true  forfeitures  are   odious  and  that 
ttourts  are  slow  to  enforce  them,  but  this  consideration  does  not  af- 
fect the  rules  of  pleading.     The  reluctance  of  courts  to  enforce 
forfeitures  does  not  change  the  rules  of  pleading,  but  does  in  a 
high  degree  affect  the  causes  assigned  in  support  of  the  claim  of 
forfeiture.     The  question  under  the  rule  against  enforcing  forfeit- 
ures is  not  in  what  manner  are  the  grounds  of  forfeiture  pleaded, 
hut  it  is,  what  are  the  grounds?    Are  they  so  important  and  ma- 
terial H8  to  compel  a  declaration  of  forfeiture?    If  in  this  case  the 
answer  shows  that  the  assured  came  to  his  death  in  the  known  vio- 
lation of  law,  then  there  is  a  cause  of  forfeiture  shown,  no  matter 
how  inartistically  drawn  the  pleading  may  be;  for  the  inquiiy  is, 
"ot  as  to  the  manner  of  pleading,  but  as  to  the  substance  of  the  plea- 
*^  seems  quite  clear  that  the  facts  stated  would  be  abundantly  suf- ' 
"cient  in  a  complaint  to  recover  damages  for  an  assault  and  bat* 
^^ry^  and  if  this  be  true,  there  is  no  reason  why  they  should  not  be 
sufficient  when  the  assault  and  battery  is  pleaded  as  a  defense.     If 
^he  facts  are  such  as  show  an  assault  and  battery,  then  if  an  a«- 
^Qlt  and  battery  is  a  defense,  the  pleading  is  sufficient,  no  matter 
what  may  be  the  character  of  the  action  in  which  it  is  interposed. 
I  he  pleading  under  immediate  mention  does  state  facts  constitut- 
ing an  assault  and  battery,  and  does  show  an  offense  involving  a 
willfnl  violation   of  law.     At  all   events  the  facts   stated  in  the 
answer  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer  are  enough  to  put  the  ap- 
peAAants  to  a  rt^ply. 
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Granting  it  to  be  time,  as  decided  in  Cluf  v.  Mutual,  etc,  Insur- 
ance  Company,  13  Allen,  308,  that  the  violation  of  law  must,  in 
order  to  avoid  the  policy,  be  a  breach  of  some  criminal  statute, 
still  the  answer  is  good,  for  courts  judicially  know  that  an  assault 
and  battery  is  an  offense  punishable  as  a  crime.  The  words 
**  assault  and  battery,"  employed  in  the  answer  have,  and  for  cen- 
turies have  had,  a  definite  and  settled  meaning,  and  we  can  assign 
that  meaning  to  them,  not  only  without  encroaching  upon  any  rule 
of  law,  but  in  close  harmony  with  long  and  firmly  settled  princi- 
ples. We  may,  with  justice  and  propriety,  apply  to  the  pleading 
before  us  the  rule  adopted  in  Burk  v.  State,  27  Ind.  430,  where  it 
was  held  that  a  crime  was  well  defined  if  the  legislature  employed 
a  phrase  of  a  definite  and  settled  meaning.  In  that  case  the  phi*ase 
was  "  public  nuisance,"  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  definition 
of  the  offense.  State  v.  Berdetta,  73  Ind.  185,  vide  opinion,  196  ; 
s.  c,  38  Am.  Rep.  117.  Taking  the  general  words  used  in  the 
answer,  in  conjunction  with  the  statement  of  specific  facts,  it 
appears  with  reasonable  certainty  that  there  was  a  violation  of  a 
criminal  statute.  We  do  not  affirm  that  the  words  **  assault  and 
battery"  would  of  themselves  be  sufficient.  Not  that,  by  any 
means;  but  we  do  affirm  that  the  words,  used  as  they  are  in  that 
clause  of  the  answer,  reading,  "while  thus  engaged  in  perpetrating 
said  assault  and  battel^,  and  while  violently  beating,  bruising, 
choking,  and  maltreating  her,  the  said  wife  of  his  brother,"  ai-e  to 
be  considered  in  determining  the  chai*acter  of  the  violence  used 
upon  the  person  of  Mra.  Bloom.  The  words  have  a  settled  mean- 
ing quite  as  full  and  definite  as  the  word  "  unlawful,"  and  it  is  but 
following  the  ruling  in  BurJc  v.  State,  supra,  to  give  them  their 
well  known  meaning.  If  the  word  **  unlawful  "  had  been  used, 
the  substantial  requisites  of  an  indictment  would  have  been  present. 
State  V.  Smith,  44  Ind.  557.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  words  used, 
taken  in  connection  with  those  with  which  they  are  immediately 
associated,  and  in  connection  with  the  clause  contained  in  the  con- 
cluding part  of  the  answer,  which  reads,  "  And  this  defendant 
says  that  by  reason  of  his  said  intoxication  and  of  his  said  violation 
of  the  law  in  committing  such  assault  and  batteiy,  the  said  August 
Bloom  was  then  and  there  in  the  known  violation  of  the  laws  of 
Indiana,"  fully  show  that  an  offense  punishable  by  the  criminal 
l.iws  of  the  State  was  committed  by  the  assured.  We  do  not  hold 
that  the  averments  in  the  concluding  part  of  the  answer  control. 
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but  we  do  hold  that  in  determining  the  whole  tenor  and  drift  of 
the  pleading  they  ai*e  proper  for  consideration. 

The  soundness  of  the  decision  in  Cluff  v.  Mutual,  etc.,  Insurance 
Catnpany,  supra,  upon  the  point  immediately  under  discussion,  is 
questioned  in  the  well-considered  case  of  Bradley  v.  Mutual,  etc, 
Insurance  Campany,  45  N.  Y.  422;  s.  c,  6  Am.  Rep.  115,  and  was 
denied  in  the  same  case  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York.     It 
does  seem  a  wide  stretch  of  judicial  power  to  affirm  that  a  clause 
reading,  "  Or  in  case  he  shall  die  by  his  own  hand,  or  in  consequence 
of  a  duel,  or  by  reason  of  intemperance  from  the  use  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  or  by  the  hands  of  justice,  or  in  the  known  violation  of  any 
law  of  these  States,  or  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  said  provinces, 
or  of  any  other  country  which  he  may  be  permitted  under  this  policy 
to  visit  or  reside  in,  this  policy  shall  be  void,"  refers  solely  to  criminal 
laws.    If  the  words  employed  are  taken  in  their  usual  signification, 
it  would  seem  quite  clear  that  death  in  the  known  violation  of  any 
law,  criminal  or  civil,  would  make  the  policy  inoperative.      An 
illustration  was  put  by  Grovbr,  J.,  in  Bradley  v.  Mutual,  etc.,  Ins. 
Co.y  supra,  which  goes  far  to  show  the  unsoundness  of  the  de- 
cision in  Cluff  V.  Mutual,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  supra:  ''Again,  suppose 
the  death  occurred  from  injury  received  while  the  assured  was  at- 
tempting to  obtain  by  force  the  possession  of  a  chattel  of  which 
another  was  in  peaceable  possession,  the  title  to  which  was  claimed 
by  both,  but  which  was  really  in  the  assured,  the  case  would  come 
within  the  proviso,  for  the  reason  that  the  risk  was  increased,  and 
the  death  caused  by  the  violation  of  law  by  the  assured  although 
8nch  law  was  the  civil  only,  the  deceased  having  committed  no 
breach  of  the  peace  or  any  indictable  offense." 

Suppose,  as  a  further  illustration,  that  the  law  prohibits  a  pass- 
enger from  standing  on  the  platform  of  a  railway  car  while  in  mo- 
tion, or  that  it  prohibits  persons  from  approaching  within  a  speci- 
fied distance  of  a  blast  about  to  be  fired,  would  not  a  known  vio- 
lation of  such  a  law  increase  the  risk,  and  be  within  the  letter  and  the 
spirit  of  the  provision  in  the  policy?  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not 
every  violation  of  law  which  should  absolve  the  company  even 
though  the  law  be  a  criminal  one.  Suppose  a  man  violates  our  law 
against  profanity,  and  is  shot  while  doing  it,  should  that  absolve 
*be  company  from  liability?  Again  suppose  a  man  violates  our 
Sunday  law  by  fishing,  and  while  committing  the  offense  is  shot 
*^<1  killed,  would  that  relieve  the  company?  In  a  late  case,  Hatch 
Vol.  XLIX  —  60 
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V.  Mutual  Life  Im,  Co,,  120  Mass.  660;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep.  641,  a 
rule  was  declaimed  which  it  seems  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  recon- 
cile with  that  laid  down  in  Cluff  v.  Mutual^  etc,  Co,,  supra,  for  it 
was  held  in  the  later  case  that  where  an  assui*ed  submits  to  a  sur- 
gical operation  for  the  purpose  of  producing  abortion,  there  can  be 
no  recovery  upon  the  policy.  It  is  true  that  the  opinion  puts  the 
decision  upon  the  ground  of  public  policy,  but  when  the  real  rea- 
son for  the  decision  is  reached,  it  will  be  found  tliat  it  rests  upon 
the  ground  that  the  act  was  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  insur- 
ance company,  for  an  act  against  public  policy  cannot  relieve  the 
company  unless  it  is  one  increasing  the  risk.  If  a  man  should  vio- 
late public  policy  by  entering  into  an  illegal  conspiracy  to  prevent 
competition  at  a  public  sale,  and  this  should  lead  to  his  death,  we 
Huppose  no  one  would  claim  that  because  his  act  was  against  public 
policy  the  insurance  contract  was  avoided.  Again,  if  an  assured  . 
should  enter  into  a  conspiracy  to  corruptly  control  the  acts  of  a 
government  official,  or  should  enter  into  a  marriage  brokerage  con- 
tract, and  these  acts  should  lead  to  his  death,  it  would  be  cleai' 
that  the  policy  of  insunince  would  not  be  rendered  void.  In  our 
opinion  the  law  is  this:  A  known  violation  of  a  positive  law. 
whether  the  laAv  is  a  civil  or  a  criminal  one,  avoids  the  policy  if  the 
natural  and  reasonable  consequences  of  the  violation  are  to  increase 
the  risk;  a  violation  of  law,  whether  the  law  is  a  civil  or  a  criminal 
one,  does  not  avoid  the  policy  if  the  natural  and  reasonable  conse- 
Tjuence  of  the  act  does  not  increase  the  risk. 

Whether  the  violation  of  law  wjis  the  proximate  cause  of  death, 
and  Avhether  it  was  an  act  increasing  the  risk,  must  in  general  lx» 
determined  from  the  facts  of  the  particular  case.  There  must  in 
all  cases,  whether  the  law  violated  be  a  criminal  or  a  civil  one,  be 
some  causative  connection  between  the  act  which  constituted  the 
violation  of  law,  and  the  death  of  the  assured.  A  man  engaged 
in  uttering  counterfeit  money  might  meet  his  death  while  so  en- 
gaged, and  yet  there  might  be  circumstances  which  would  destroy 
the  causal  connection  between  the  death  and  the  violation  of  law, 
and  in  such  a  case  it  is  clear  that  a  company  would  not 
be  relieved  from  liability.  On  the  other  hand,  an  assured 
might  bring  on  his  death  wliile  engaged  in  the  violation  of 
a  civil  law,  as  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  an  attempt  to  force  an 
entrance  into  a  man's  house  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  him  on 
civil  pnKx^ss.     Another  illustration  may  ho  found  in  the  ca^e  of  a 
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milway  engineer  who  in  violation  of  law  neglects  to  sound  signals 
and  brings  on  a  collision  in  which  he  perishes,  and  a  hundred  ex- 
amples are  supplied  in  cases  of  collisions  at  sea  or  on  navigable 
streams,  brought  about  by  a  violation  of  maritime  laws.  It  would 
not  be  difficult  to  multiply  examples  proving  that  tlie  rule  must  be 
that  the  known  violation  of  a  positive  law  relieves  the  company 
where  the  act  constituting  the  violation  is  the  proximate  cause  of 
death,  whether  the  positive  law  violated  be  a  civil  or  a  criminal 
one. 

The  act  of  the  assured  in  this  case  was  the  proximate  cause  of 
his  death  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.     A  man  who  makes  a 
violent  assault  upon  a  woman  puts  his  own  person  in  danger,  for  a 
father,  a  husband,  or  a  child  may  interfere  to  protect  the  assailed 
woman,  and  may  overcome  the  assailant  by  force.     Strangers  not 
only  may  interfere  to  protect  the  person  violently  assaulted,  but 
are  in  strict  law  under  a  duty  to  interfere.     The  natural  result  of 
such  an  illegal  act  as  that  of  the  assured  therefore  was  to  bring  his 
IMjrson  mto  danger,  and  as  death  resulted  his  own  act  was  the  prox- 
imate cause.     It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  an  assured  who  vio- 
lently assaults  another  does  not  cause  a  forfeiture,  even  though  the 
rescuer  uses  excessive  force;  but  that  point  we  need  not  decide,  for 
the  interference  in  this  instance  was  a  lawful  one.     While  the  un- 
lawful act  of  the  assured  must  tend  in  the  natural  line  of  causation 
to  his  death,  in  order  to  work  a  forfeiture,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  act  should  be  the  direct  cause,  nor  that  the  precise  conse- 
quences which  actually  followed  could  have  been  foreseen.     It  is 
cuongh  if  the  act  is  unlawful  m  itself,  and  the  consequences  flow- 
'•Jg  from  it  are  such  as  might  have  been  reasonably  expected  to 
J^appen,  for  in  such  a  case  the  ultimate  result  is  traced  back  to  the 
original  proximate  cause.      Terre  Haute,  etc.,   R.  Co,  v.  Buck,  96 
Ind.  346;  Oincinnatiy  etc,  R.  Co.  v.  Ealo7i,  94  id,  474;  Dunlap  v. 
Wagner,  85  id.  529;  s.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  42;  Bmford  v.  Johnston, 
Si  Ind.  426;  s.  c,  42  Am.  Rep.  508;  Bilhnan  v.  Indianapolis,  etc, 
R.  Co.,  76  Ind.  166;  s.  c,  40  Am.  Rep.  230.     In  the  case  of  Clujff 
V.  Mutual,  etc,  Co.,  supra,  the  decision  was  that  where  the  assured 
made  an  assault  upon  another,  and  the  person  assaulted  killed  him, 
the  poUcy  was  forfeited.     The  same  general  doctrine  was  main- 
tained in  Bradley  v.  Mutual,  etc,  Ins.  Co.,  supra,  but  it  was  held 
that  where   there   was  any   conflict  of  evidence,  the   question  of 
whether  the  death  was  the  natui-al  result  of  the  wrongful  act  must 
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be  left  to  the  jury.  In  the  case  of  Insurance  Co.  v.  Seaver,  19 
Wall.  531,  the  assured  was  driving  in  a  race,  a  collision  took  place, 
lie  leaped  from  his  sulky  and  was  killed,  and  the  court  held  that 
death  was  proximately  caused  by  the  unlawful  act  of  racing.  The 
subject  received  consideration  in  Miller  v.  Mutual  Benefit  Inn,  Co,, 
34  Iowa,  222,  where  the  assured,  while  suffering  from  a  fit  of  de- 
lirium tremens,  escaped  from  his  keepers,  ran  out  into  the  street 
in  very  inclement  weather,  and  by  the  exposure  brought  on  another 
form  of  disease  which  was  the  immediate  cause  of  death.  The 
court  held  that  the  proximate  cause  of  death  was  the  excessive  use 
of  intoxicating  liquor.  But  there  is  really  no  reason  for  endeavoring 
to  find  insurance  cases,  for  the  fundamental  principle  must  be  the 
same  whether  the  contract  is  one  of  insurance  or  an  ordinary  com- 
mercial agreement.  The  fundamental  principle  is  as  old  as  the 
"  Squib  case "  on  the  civil  side  of  the  common  law,  and  on  the 
criminal  side  as  old  at  least  as  the  time  of  Sir  Matthew  Hale.  1 
Hale  P.  C.  428;  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  93;  KeUey  v.  State,  53  Ind.  311; 
Harvey  v.  State,  40  id.  516;  Terre  Haute,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Buck,  9C 
id.  346,  350. 

Courts  cannot  be  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  men,  and  must  at- 
tribute to  them  the  ordinary  passions  and  weaknesses  inherent  iu 
human  nature.  It  has  been  expressly  adjudged  that  courts  may 
presume  that  domestic  animals  will  act  in  conformity  to  their 
usual  propensities  and  habits,  and  surely  there  is  stronger  reason 
for  extending  this  principle  to  beings  of  intelligence,  reason  and 
affections.  Whart.  Neg.,  §§  100,  107;  Billman  v.  Indianapolis, 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  supra.  It  has  indeed  been  laid  down  by  respectable 
authority  that  notice  will  be  taken  of  the  habits  of  men  acting  in 
masses,  and  if  this  be  true,  it  must  also  be  true  that  notice 
will  be  taken  of  what  an  ordinary  man  would  likely  do  under 
a  known  state  of  affairs.  Whart.  Neg.,  §  108.  These  consid- 
erations lead  to  the  conclusion  that  a  man  who  beats  and  maltreats 
another's  wife  may  reasonably  expect  the  husband  to  defend  her 
without  being  careful  to  select  tlie  means  of  defense  or  to  nicely 
weigli  the  degree  of  force.  To  expect  a  husband  to  act  coolly  and 
witli  careful  circumspection  in  such  a  case  is  to  expect  an  unreasona- 
ble th'n\g.  The  probability  is  that  the  husband  will  in  such  a  case 
use  force,  and  this  makes  it  probable  that  the  one  who  assaults  the 
wife  will  encounter  force  at  the  hands  of  the  husband,  and  what  is 
probable  is,  in  legal  contem})lation,  to  be  expected.     Billman  v. 
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Indianapolis,  etc^  R,  Co.,  supra,  and  authorities  cited.  If  there- 
fore an  a88ai*ed  does  assault  another's  wife,  he  does  an  unlawful 
thing  which  he  must  expect  will  bring  upon  him  violence  from  the 
husband,  and  if  this  force  leads  to  death,  then  the  proximate  cause 
of  death  is  the  unlawful  act  which  provoked  tlie  use  of  violence?. 

The  violation  must  be  a  known  one,  and  we  are  inclined  to  think 
that  the  law  violated  must  be  a  known  one,  that  is,  must  be  one  of 
which  the  violator  has,  or  should  have,  actual  knowledge.  But 
there  are  many  things  of  which  no  man  can  be  ignorant,  and 
among  the  things  of  which  no  one  can  be  ignorant  is,  that  it  is 
againgt  the  law  to  commit  murder,  to  steal,  or  to  violently  beat 
another.  We  cannot  doubt  that  the  beating  of  Mrs.  Bloom  was  an 
act  known  by  the  assured  to  be  a  violation  of  law. 

The  fact  that  the  assured  was  intoxicated  when  he  committed 
the  assault  and  battery  upon  his  brother's  wife  does  not  change  the 
law.  Drunkenness  is  no  excuse  for  crime.  Goodwin  v.  Siate,  96 
Ind.  550,  and  authorities  cited.  A  man  who  voluntarily  makes 
himself  drunk  is  in  a  measure  responsible  for  his  own  irresponsibility. 
But  waiving  this  consideration,  the  degree  of  intoxication  does 
not  appear  to  have  affected  the  mental  capacity  of  the  assured,  and 
the  presumption  here  is,  as  in  all  cases,  that  the  mental  condition 
was  a  normal  one. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  proposition  that  the  assured  did  not  lose 
his  life  in  a  known  violation  of  law,  but  in  consequence  of  the  vio- 
lation. The  cause  of  the  cause  is  in  law  sufficient,  and  the  cause 
of  the  cause  of  death  was  the  blow  given  while  the  assured  was  in 
the  act  of  violating  the  law,  and  it  is  not  material  whether  death 
did  or  did  not  immediately  ensue.  Terre  Haute,  etc,^  R.  Co.  v. 
Buck,  supra. 

What  we  have  said  disposes  of  all  the  questions  in  the  case,  and 
it  IB  not  necessary  to  examine  the  special  finding. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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HififiiTB  V.  Jack. 

(vTiDd.na) 

Will —  rettraint  of  marriage, 

A  devifle  to  the  testator's  wife  "  so  long  as  she  shall  remain  mj  widow  **  ia  not 
in  restraint  of  marriage.* 

ACTION   to  quiet  title.    The  opinion   states  the  facts.     The 
defendant  had  judgment  below. 

(7.  S.  Buckles  and  J.  W.  Ryan,  for  iq)pellant. 

0.  T.  Boaz,   W.  W.  Herod  and  F,  Winter,  for  appellees. 

NiBLAGK,  J.  In  his  life-time  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  as 
hereinafter  stated,  John  Jack  was,  in  addition  to  a  considerable 
amount  of  other  property  both  real  and  personal,  the  owner  of  one 
undivided  third  part  of  a  tract  of  land  in  Delaware  county,  esti- 
mated to  contain  sixty-five  acres,  upon  which  a  flouring  mill  and 
its  appurtenances  were  situate. 

On  the  27th  day  of  September,  1859,  the  said  Jack  executed  and 
published  his  last  will  and  testament,  which  contained,  amongst 
others,  the  following  provision: 

"  I  hereby  give,  devise  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved  wife,  so  long 
as  she  shaU  remain  my  widow,  all  of  my  goods,  chattels,  rights, 
credits,  moneys  and  effects,  of  eviery  kind  and  character  whatever, 
and  all  of  my  right,  claim  and  interest  of^  in  and  to  any  and  all 
real  estate,  wherever  situated,  of  which  I  am  or  may  be  at  any 
time  seised  or  possessed,  which  may  remain  after  payment  of  all 
my  just  debts." 

Early  in  the  month  of  October  then  next  ensuing  Jack  died, 
leaving  his  will  so  executed  and  published  in  full  force,  and  Susan 
Jack,  as  his  widow,  and  Emily  E.  Jack,  since  intermarried  with 
Edward  H.  Valentine,  Martha  M.  Jack,  since  intermarried  with 
William  L.  Little,  Parmelia  R.  Gilbert,  Mary  E.  Wood  and  Flor- 
ence T.  Jack,  since  intermarried  with  James  E.  Howe,  as  his  only 
children  surviving  him. 

*  See  Crawford  v.  Thompson  (91  Ind.  266),  46  Am.  Rep.  698;  Bottick  ▼.  Biade* 
(59  Md.  281).  4S  Am.  Rep.  548;  StiUweU  \.  Knapper  (69  Ind.  558),  85  Am.  Rep. 
240. 
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The  will  was  in  a  few  days  thereafter  duly  admitted  to  probate, 
and  the  widow  elected  to  take  under  that  instrument  instead  of 
under  the  statute. 

The  widow  also  went  immediately  into  the  possession  of  her  late 
husband's  one  undivided  third  part  of  the  mill  and  its  appurtc- 
^mnces  under  the  will,  and  so  continued  until  the  16th  day  of  July, 
1B74,  when  she  sold,  and  by  warranty  deed  conveyed  said  undi- 
vided third  part  of  the  mill  tract  of  land,  with  the  appurtenances, 
^0  Wallace  Hibbits,  the  appellant  herein,  for  the  sum  of  $9,000. 
The  sale  and  conveyance  were  made  as  above  upon  the  theory  that 
^he  devise  of  the  real  estate,  herein  above  set  out,  was  in  restraint 
^f  marriage,  and  consequently  void,  and  that  it  had,  in  legal  effect, 
'^u  so  held  in  the  case  of  J^rgeon  v.  Scketble,  43  Ind.  216,  which 
had  then  but  recently  been  decided,  and  that  in  consequence  she, 
as  widow,  was  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  real  estate  devised  to 
her  by  the  will. 

Hibbits  went  into  possession  of  the  property  thus  sold  and  con- 
veyed to  him,  claiming  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  simple,  and  so 
remains  in  possession,  having  in  the  meantime  made  valuable  im- 
provements thereon.  The  widow  still  survives  and  has  never 
remarried. 

This  was  a  suit  by  Hibbits  against  the  widow  and  children  of 
John  Jack,  and  the  surviving  husbands  of  such  children,  to  quiet 
his  title  to  the  mill  proJ)erty  so  purchased  by  him,  alleging  that 
the  defendants,  other  than  the  widow,  claim  to  be  the  ownera  in 
te  simple  of  such  property,  and  that  they  will  be  entitled  to  suc- 
<*^  to,  and  to  enter  into  the  possession -of  the  same  after  the 
death  of  the  said  widow,  thus  casting  a  cloud  upon  his  title. 

It  is  unnecessary  that  we  shall  notice  all  the  pleadings  and  the  pro- 
^*®<iing8  upon  each  particular  pleading.    It  is  suflScient  to  state 
that  the  defendants,  other  than  the  widow,  filed  a  cross  complaint, 
substantially  repeating  the  historical  facts  of  the  case  contained  in 
the  complaint,  alleging  that  the  claim  of  Hibbits  was  a  cloud  upon 
their  title,  demandmg  that  their  title  be  quieted,  and  making  Hib- 
hlts  and  the  widow  defendants  to  the  cross  complaint.     Hibbits, 
^ttlBWering  the  cross  complaint,  averred  that  at  the  time  he  pur- 
chased the  interest  m  the  mill  property  in  controversy,  it  had  been 
hdd  by  this  court  that  devises  to  the  widow  of  a  testator,  pro- 
caely  similar  to  the  one  involved  in  this  case,  conferred  an  estate 
in  fee  simple  upon  the  devisee,  and  that  this  construction  of  such 
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devises  had  been  adopted  by  all  the  courts,  and  accepted  and  acted 
upon  by  all  the  citizens  of  this  State;  that  it  was  consequently 
understood  and  believed  by  him  that  Susan  Jack,  the  widow,  was 
seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  real  estate  devised  to  her  by  her  hus- 
band, and  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  cross  complaint,  acquiesced  in 
that  construction  of  their  ancestor's  will.  Wherefore  it  was  claimed 
that  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  cross  complaint,  were  estopped  from 
asserting  any  claim  of  title  to  the  property  in  dispute. 

The  Circuit  Court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  this  answer,  and  the 
appellant  declining  to  plead  further,  final  judgment  was  rendered 
against  him  upon  the  cross  complaint. 

This  and  other  rulings  upon  the  pleadings  present  the  questions: 
First,  What  estate  did  Susan  Jack  take  under  her  late  husband's 
will?  Second.  If  only  an  estate  during  widowhood,  then  were  her 
co-defendants  below  estopped  from  asserting  any  claim  of  title  to 
the  property  conveyed  by  her  to  the  appellant? 

The  last  clause  of  section  2  of  the  act  concerning  wills  approved 
May  31,  1852  (2  R  8.  1876,  p.  571),  which  has  ever  since  been 
in  force  (R.  S.  1881,  §  2567),  reads  as  follows:  "A  devise  or 
bequest  to  a  wife,  with  a  condition  in  restraint  of  marriage,  shall 
stand,  but  the  condition  shall  be  void." 

Counsel  for  the  appellant,  with  much  ingenuity,  as  well  as 
elaboration  and  ability,  argue  that  the  devise  of  real  estate  to  Susan 
Jack,  now  before  us,  was  in  its  very  nature,  and  in  its  practical 
effect  continues  to  be,  a  restraint  upon  marriage,  notwithstanding 
some  decisions  of  this  court  in  analogous  cases  seemingly  to  the 
contrary,  and  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  case  of  Spurgeon  v. 
Scheible,  supra,  affords  a  precedent  which  ought  to  be  followed, 
and  which  in  any  event  must  be  considered  as  having  entered  into 
and  become  a  part  of  the  law  of  this  case. 

Whether  the  terms  used  in  a  devise  or  bequest  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered words  of  limitation  only,  or  really  words  of  condition 
within  the  meaning  usually  attached  to  that  phrase,  constitutes 
often  a  very  difficult  question  for  decision.  For  that  reason  many 
of  the  cases  intended  to  illustrate  the  difference  between  words  of 
limitation  on  the  one  hand,  and  words  of  condition  on  the  other, 
are  obscure,  and  sometimes  apparently  capricious  and  arbitrary. 
This  results  from  the  ever  varying  phraseology  employed  in  makmg 
devises  and  bequests.  But  when  questions  involvmg  that  differ- 
ence arise,  the  courts  must  decide  them  as  best  they  can,  having 
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reference  to  established  precedents  and  the  fair  meaning  of  the 
words  to  be  construed,  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  other 
twrts  of  the  will.     As  illustrative  of  the  diflEerence  in  question.  Sir 
William  Blackstone  states  the  rule  to  be  as  follows:     '^  If  an  estate 
1)0  granted  to  a  woman  during  her  widowhood,  or  to  a  man  until 
he  be  promoted  to  a  benefice;  in  these,  and  similar  cases,  whenever 
the  contingency  happens,  when  the  widow  marries,  or  when  the 
grantee  obtain  a  benefice,  the  respective  estates  are  absolutely  de- 
termined and  gone."    2  Bl.  Com.  121.     And  continuing  at  another 
place,  says:     '*  A  distinction  is  however  made  between  a  condition 
in  deed  and  a  limitation,  which  Littleton  denominates  also  a  con- 
dition in  law.     For  when  an  estate  is  so  expressly  confined  and 
limited  by  the  words  of  its  creation,  that  it  cannot  endure  for  any 
longer  time  than  till  the  contingency  happens  upon  which  the 
estate  is  to  fail,  this  is  denominated  a  limitation;  as  when  land  is 
granted  to  a  man  so  long  as  he  is  parson  of  Dale,  or  while  he  con- 
tiimes  unmarried,  or  until  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  he  shall 
have  made  500/,  and  the  like.     In  such  case  the  estate  determines 
U8  soon  as  the  contingency  happens  (when  he  ceases  to  be  parson, 
marries  a  wife,  or  has  received  the  600/),  and  the  next  subsequent 
t*>t;ite  which  depends  upon  such  determination,  becomes  immedi- 
ately vested,  without  any  act  to  be  done  by  him  who  is  next  in  ex- 
l«ctancy.     But  when  an  estate  is  strictly  speaking  upon  condition 
in  deed  (as  if  granted  expressly  upon  condition  to  be  void  upon  the 
iwyment  of  40/  by  the  grantor,  or  so  that  the  grantee  continues 
unmarried,  or  provided  he  goes  to  York,  etc.),  the  law  permits  it 
to  endure  beyond  the  time  when  such  contingency  happens,  unless 
the  grantor  or  his  heirs  or  assigns  take  advantage  of  the  breach  of 
the  condition,  and  make  either  an  entry  or  a  claim  in  order  to 
avoid  the  estate."    2  Bl.  Com.  155. 

In  2  Bouvier's  Institutes,  p.  272,  section  1811,  the  same  distinc- 
tion is  thus  illustrated:  "There  is  a  marked  difference  between  a 
c<mdition  and  limitation,  which  should  be  remembered.  A  condi- 
tion is  a  provision  respecting  a  future  and  uncertain  event,  on  the 
♦"xistence  or  non-existence  of  which  is  made  to  depend,  either  the 
Juxjompliahment,  the  modification  or  the  rescission  of  a  contract  or 
^tiimpntary  disposition.  In  such  case  the  estate  or  thing  is 
l^nintod  or  given  absolutely,  without  limitation,  but  the  title  to  it 
'^  subject  to  be  divested  by  the  happening  or  not  happening  of  ai^ 
uncertain  event.  For  example  a  man  may  give  an  estate  to  his 
V0L.XLIX  — 61 
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wife  provided  she  shall  continue  to  reside  on  it;  or  he  may  give  it 
to  her  upon  condition  that  she  shall  not  marry. 

**  The  first  of  these  conditions  is  lawful,  and  if  she  remove  from  the 
premises  she  may  forfeit  the  estate;  but  the  last  being  in  restraint  of 
mamage  is  void,  and  the  wife  shall  take  the  estate  unconditionally. 

**  When,  on  the  contrary,  the  thing  or  estate  is  granted  or  given 
until  an  event  shall  have  arrived,  and  not  generally,  with  a  liabil- 
ity to  be  defeated  by  the  happening  of  the  event,  the  estate  is  sjiid 
to  be  given  or  granted  subject  to  a  limitation;  as  if  the  estate  is 
given  while,  or  as  long  as  a  woman  shall  remain  a  widow,  or  until 
she  shall  marry,  the  estate  being  given  to  her  only  during  the  time 
of  her  widowhood  and  no  longer,  it  determines  by  her  marriage, 
and  all  her  right  to  it  is  gone." 

In  2  Wash.  Real  Prop.  (4th  ed.),  p.  25,  §28,  it  is  said:  **The  only 
general  rule,  perhaps,  in  determining  whether  words  are  words  of 
(jondition  or  of  limitation,  is  that  where  they  circumscribe  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  estate,  and  ntark  the  period  which  is  to  determine 
it,  they  are  words  of  limitation;  when  they  render  the  estate  liable 
to  be  defeated,  in  case  the  event  ex])ressed  should  arise  befoi-e  the 
determination  of  the  estate,  they  are  words  of  condition." 

Tiedeman  on  Real  Property,  at  section  281,  says:  **AnesUite 
upoii  limitation  is  one  which  is  made  to  determine  absolutely  upon 
the  happening  of  some  future  event  as  an  estate  to  A.,  so  long  as 
she  remained  a  widow.  The  technical  words,  generally  used  to 
(treate  a  limitation,  are  conjunctions  relating  to  time,  such  as  dur- 
ing, while,  so  long  as,  until,  etc." 

In  2  .Tarm.  Wills,  566,  the  nile  concerning  limitations  is 
thus  stated:  ''  Hut  a  bequest  during  celibacy  is  good;  for  the  pur- 
pose of  intermediate  maintenance  will  not  be  interpreted  malici- 
ously to  a  charge  of  restraining  marriage.  This  is  not  a  subtlety 
of  our  law  only;  the  civil  law  made  the  same  distinction.  And  no 
gift  over  is  rcquired  to  make  the  restriction  in  this  form  effectual.'* 

The  item  of  the  will  of  Harmon,  particularly  considered  by  this 
rourt  in  the  case  of  Harmon  v.  Brown,  58  Ind.  207,  to  which  fre- 
(|uent  reference  has  been  made  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  was  in  the 
following  words: 

"  Fii*st,  1  give  and  becpieatli  unto  my  beloved  wife,  Penina,  dur- 
ing  her  widowhood,  all  my  real  and  personal  estate^  to  be  held 
and  freely  possessed  and  enjoyed  during  her  widowhood." 

The  widow,  some  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  inter- 
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married  with  one  Brown,  and  the  court  below  in  that  case  held  in 
effect  that  the  item  of  th(l  will  set  out  contained  words  of  condition 
in  restraint  of  marriage,  and  gaA'e  judgment  accordingly.  This 
court  reversed  the  judgment,  holding  that  the  words  used  in  the 
item  were  words  of  limitation,  and  not  of  condition,  and  expressly 
overruled  the  case  of  Spurgeon  v.  Scheibhy  supra,  to  which  refer- 
ence has  been  made  in  so  far  as  it  seemingly  recognized  or  estab- 
lished a  different  rule  of  construction.  This  case  of  Harmon  v. 
BroiOHy  supra,  has  either  been  cited  approvingly  or  expressly  fol- 
lowed by  this  court  in  the  cases  of  Coon  v.  Beaii,  69  Ind.  474;  Stillwell 
V.  Knapper,  id.  558;  s.  c,  35  Am.  Rep.  240;  Brown  v.  Harmon,  73 
Ind.  412;  Tate  v.  McLain,  74  id.  493;  0' Harrow  v.  Whitney,  85  id.  140. 
The  casp  of  Harmon  v.  Brown,  sujrra,  followed  the  construction 
inferentially  approved  in  the  much  Older  case  of  Ruinsey  v.  Dur- 
ham,  5  Ind.  71,  to  which  no  reference  is  made  in  Spurgeon  v. 
ScheiUe,  supra,  and  was,  as  it  still  is,  supported  by  the  prevailing, 
and  as  it  seems  to  us  unquestionable  weight  of  authority.  Coppage 
V.  Alexander^  2  B.  Monr.  313;  38  Am.  Dec.  153  ;  Vance  v.  Camp- 
hell,  1  Dana,  230;  RodgersY.  Rodgers,  7  Watts,  15;  Doyaly,  Smith, 
28  Ga.  262;  Pringle  v.  Dunkley,  14  S.  &  M.  16;  53  Am.  Dec.  110; 
Hawkins  \.  SkeggSyW'Q.Vim\}\i,  Z0\  Chapin  v.  Marvin,  12  Wend. 
538;  BeeJcman   v.   Hudson,  20  id.  53. 

In  the  case  of  (7 Harrow  v.  Whitney,  supra,  this  court  held  that 
where  a  husband  dies,  leaving  a  wife  and  two  children  surviving 
him,  having  first  devised  his  land  to  his  wife  during  widowhood, 
and  she  elects  to  accept  the  provision  made  for  her  by  the  will,  her 
estate  is  limited  in  duration  to  the  period  of  her  widowhood,  and 
that  a  purchaser,  through  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  widow  aftt^r 
a  subsequent  marriage,  acquires  no  title  to  any  part  of  the  land. 
To  that  doctrine  this  court,  as  has  been  seen,  is  committed  by  a 
series  of  cases,  and  in  the  light  of  the  authorities  herein  cited^  and 
of  others  to  which  our  attention  has  been  called,  from  that  doc- 
trine we  ought  not  to  and  hence  cannot  now  recede. 

Our  conclusion  therefore  necessarily  is  that  the  words  used  in  the 
devise  before  us  in  this  case  were  words  of  limitation  merely,  and 
not  of  condition  in  restraint  of  marriage,  and  that  in  consequence 
the  estate  which  Susan  Jack  took  in  the  lands  devised  to  her  will 
not  extend  beyond  the  expiration  of  her  term  of  widowhood. 

[Omitting  a  minor  consideration.] 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs.  Judgment  affirmed. 
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Jthidenee  —  expert  —  weight  of. 

In  an  ordinary  case  it  is  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  expert  medical  testi. 
mony  should  be  received  and  weighed  with  caution. 

ACTION  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.     The  plaintiff  had 
judgment  below.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

A.  A.  Hardy  Robert  Dunlap,  W,  C,  Campbell  and  Geo.  W.  Mc^ 
Crary,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Cane  S  Curtis,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Valentine,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  by  John  Thul 
jigainst  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Company,  to 
re(50ver  damages  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  throngh 
the  negligence  of  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  defendant  in 
operating  its  railroad.  The  alleged  injuries  occurred  about  Decern- 
l>er  15,  1881,  and  were  principally  to  tlie  plaintiff's  eyes,  and  were 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  defendant's  agents  and  servants 
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throwing  hot  water  or  steam  into  the  plaintiff's  face  and  eyes  from 
an  engine  belonging  to  the  defendant.  The  case  was  tried  before 
the  court  and  a  jnry,  and  the  jury  rendered  a  general  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant,  assessed  the  plaint- 
iff's damages  at  $2,000,  and  also  made  numerous  special  findings  in 
the  case.  The  defendant  moved  for  judgment  upon  the  special 
findings,  and  also  filed  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  find- 
ings, and  for  a  new  trial;  which  motions  were  overruled  by  the 
court,  and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against 
the  defendant  for  $2,000  and  costs.  To  reverse  this  judgment  the 
defendant  now  prosecutes  a  petition  in  error  in  this  court. 

The  first  point  made  in  this  case  is  that  the  evidence  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  any  judgment  or  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
and  against  the  defendant,  and  therefore  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  should  be  reversed. 

[Omitting  this.] 

But  a  still  more  serious  question  arises.  Was  not  the  jury  mis- 
led by  a  certain  instruction  of  the  court  below  and  being  so  misled, 
did  they  not  award  the  plaintiff  excessive  damages  ?  The  instruc- 
tion reads  as  follows: 

"  Ninth,  There  has  been  some  evidence  in  the  case  known  as 
'  expert  testimony.'  In  respect  to  such  testimony  I  instruct  you 
that  its  value  depends  upon  the  learning  and  skill  of  the  expert 
witness,  and  on  the  nature  of  the  subject  of  investigation.  The 
value  of  such  testimony  varies  with  the  circumstances  of  each  case, 
and  of  these  circumstances  the  jury  must  be  the  judges;  and  you 
must  determine  whether  great  or  little  weight  is  to  be  accorded  to 
it.  But  in  all  cases  such  testimony  should  be  received  and  weighed 
with  caution." 

The  defendant  excepted  to  this  instruction,  but  really  complains 
of  only  the  last  sentence  thereof,  to-wit:  **  But  in  all  cases,  such 
testimony  (that  of  experts)  should  be  received  and  weighed  witli 
?aution."  Counsel  for  the  defendant  ask:  "Why  should  the  testi- 
mony of  experts  in  all  cases  be  received  and  weighed  with  caution? 
Is  there  such  a  probability  of  mistake  in  science  that  opinions  based 
u|>on  facts  ai'e  to  be  received  with  caution  ?"  We  think  this  ques- 
tion is  pertinent  in  the  present  case  for  the  reason  that  the  defend- 
ant based  its  whole  defense  almost  entirely  upon  the  testimony  of 
medical  cxi)erts;  and  these  medical  experts  were  not  ignorant  nu;n 
brought  in  merely  by  the  ilefeiulant  itself  to  testify  as  pai'tisans  in 
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its  defense  or  to  prove  its  case,  but  they  were  educated  physicians 
and  surgeons  of  long  experience,  eminent  in  their  profession^  and 
one  of  them  was  not  only  a  physician  and  surgeon  but  was  also  an 
oculist  who  had  made  diseases  of  the  eye  a  specialty  for  several 
years,  and  they  were  all  appointed  by  the  court  itself  to  make  a 
professional  examination  of  the  plaintiff's  eyes,  because  of  their 
skill  and  competency  m  such  matters.  They  made  the  examina- 
tion and  testified  in  the  case,  stating  what  they  saw  and  observed, 
with  their  opinions  and  conclusions;  and  this  is  a  portion  of  the 
** expert  testimony''  which  the  court  below  instructed  the  jury 
'*  should  be  received  and  weighed  with  caution." 

If  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses  is  to  be  relied  on,  the  plaint- 
iff should  not  have  I'ecovered  any  very  large  amount  of  damages; 
indeed  he  should  have  recovered  but  very  little  more  than  nominal 
damages.  These  witnesses  testified  that  the  plaintiff's  blindness 
could  not  have  been  caused  by  water  and  steam  as  he  claims  that  it 
was,  but  that  it  was  caused  by  many  years  of  disease  of  the  eyes, 
by  inflammation,  gi'anulation,  irritation  and  consequent  opacity  of 
the  cornea.  The  plaintiff  testified  that  his  eyes  and  face  were 
burned  and  scalded  by  hot  water  and  steam,  but  the  expert  wit- 
nesses testified  that  this  could  not  be  true,  for  the  reason  that 
there  arc  no  evidences  of  any  loss  or  destruction  of  tissue;  that  the 
effect  of  buniing  or  scalding  is  immediate,  while  it  is  shown  by  the 
evidence  in  this  case  that  the  plaintiff  continued  to  work,  or  try  to 
work  as  a  section  hand  for  two  days  after  the  water  was  thrown  in 
liis  eyes,  that  water  if  not  hot  enough  to  burn  or  scald  could  not 
])roduce  blindness  such  as  the  plaintiff  is  afflicted  with,  and  that 
opacity  of  the  cornea,  without  destruction  of  the  tissues,  and  such 
as  the  plaintiff  is  afflicted  with  cannot  be  produced  from  any  cause 
within  a  few  days,  or  a  few  weeks,  or  a  few  months,  or  even  within 
the  longest  jKjriod  of  time  within  which  the  plaintiff  claims  that  he 
became  blind,  or  nearly  blind,  after  the  water  was  thrown  in  his 
fjice  and  eyes,  but  can  be  produced  only  by  disease  for  years. 

As  before  stated,  the  plaintiff  was  partially  blind  before  this 
water  was  thrown  in  his  eyes;  and  he  is  not  totally  blind  yet;  but 
lie  cannot  see  as  well  now  as  he  could  before  the  water  was  thrown 
into  his  eyes. 

This  ciuse  has  been  twice  before  a  jury,  and  this  is  the  second 
time  tiuit  it  has  been  to  this  court.  A.,  T,  £  S.  F,  R,  Co.  v.  TViul, 
20  Kans.   405.     On  the  fii-st  trial   the  jurj*  found  the  plaintiff's 
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damages  to  be  $400,  while  on  the  second  and  last  trial,  the  jury 
found  the  plaintifTs  damages  to  be  $2,000,  as  before  stated.  Evi- 
dently the  jury  paid  but  very  little  attention  to  the  expert  testi- 
mony of  the  physicians  and  surgeons  appointed  by  the  court,  and 
who  testified  in  this  case;  and  their  reason  for  so  doing  may  have 
bt^en  the  above-quoted  instruction  given  to  them  by  the  court.  We 
think  that  such  testimony  should  have  been  given  due  and  proper 
weight,  and  should  not  have  been  **  received  and  weighed  with 
caution."  In  the  case  of  Carter  v.  Bakery  1  Sawyer,  512,  the  pre- 
siding judge  laid  down  the  following  rule:  "The  testimony  of  ex- 
perta  is  to  be  considered  like  any  other  testimony;  is  to  be  tried  by 
the  same  tests  and  receive  just  as  much  weight  and  credit  as  the 
jury  may  deem  it  entitled  to  when  viewed  in  connection  with  aU 
the  circumstances."  We  think  this  is  probably  as  good  a  general 
rule  as  any  that  could  be  adopted.  Mr.  Lawson,  in  his  work  on 
Exi>ert  and  Opinion  Evidence,  p.  230,  states  the  rule  iis  follows: 
•*  The  testimony  of  experts  is  entitled  to  the  same  credit,  is  to  be 
tested  by  the  same  rules  as  are  applied  to  the  evidence  of  other 
witnesses,  and  should  have  weight  with  the  jury  according  to  tlieir 
opportunities  and  qualifications;  but  it  is  not  conclusive." 

Mr.  Rogers,  in  his  work  on  Expert  Testimony,  p.  65,  §  42,  makes 
the  statement  that  *'  It  is  evident  that  the  value  of  expert  testimony 
depends  on  the  learning  and  skill  of  the  expert,  and  on  the  nature 
«)f  the  subject  of  investigation.  If  the  subject  of  inquiry  relates 
to  the  cause,  nature  or  effect  of  disease  for  instance,  the  opinions 
of  eminent  or  learned  physicians  would  be  entitled  to  the  very 
highest  consideration." 

But  in  another  part  of  the  same  section  Mr.  Rogers  uses  the  very 
language,  with  the  addition  of  the  word  *' great"  which  the  court 
in  the  present  case  used  in  the  foregoing  instruction.  Mr.  Rogers 
rfiivs:  *'  But  in  all  cases  the  testimony  of  experts  is  to  be  received 
and  weighed  with  great  caution."  This  language  just  quoted 
might  be  proper  in  some  cases,  but  it  certainly  cannot  be  proper  in 
all  cases,  and  it  cannot  be  proper  in  the  present  case.  We  think 
the  language  first  quoted  from  Mr.  Rogers'  work  on  Expert  Testi- 
mony is  correct.  The  opinions  of  eminent  and  learned  physicians 
;ind  surgeons  and  oculists  are  entitled  to  great  consideration,  at 
U>a8t  where  they  have  made  a  personal  examination  of  the  subject, 
as  in  the  present  case.  In  the  case  of  Anthony  v.  Stinsoyi,  4  Kans. 
221,  this  court  used   the  following  language:  "It  is  not  for  the 
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court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  what  part  of  the  testimony  before 
them  shall  cont/ol  their  verdict;  but  the  jury  must  weigh  all 
the  testimony  before  them,  decide  as  to  its  credibility,  and  as 
to  the  weight  which  should  be  given  to  it  in  making  up  the  verdict. 
The  testimony  of  experts,  or  professional  witnesses  is  often  very 
important,  and  justly  entitled  to  great  weight  in  a  cause;  but  it 
must  have  its  legitimate  influence  by  enlightening,  convincing  and 
governing  the  judgment  of  the  jury  and  must  be  of  such  a  char- 
jtoter  as  to  outweigh  by  its  intrinsic  force  and  probability  all  con- 
flicting testimony." 

While  many  courts  speak  disparagingly  of  some  kinds  of  expert 
testimony  —  that  with  regard  to  handwriting,  for  instance — yet 
we  think  that  all  courts  hold  that  the  testimony  of  competent 
medical  experts  is  entitled  to  great  respect  and  consideration. 
Pannell  v.  CommonweaUh,  86  Penn.  St.  260;  Eggers  v.  Eggers,  57 
Ind.  461;  (Jueno  v.  Bessoni,  63  id.  524;  Jarrett  v.  Jarrett,  11  W. 
Va.  584,  626;  ITiomas  v.  State,  40  Tex.  65;  Fitts  v.  Stats,  43  Miss. 
472,  480;  Templeton  v.  People,  3  Hun,  357;  Choice  v.  Stale,  31 
Ga.  424,  481;  Flynt  v.  Bodenliamer,  80  N.  C.  205;  OetchMw.  Hill 
21  Minn.  471;  Wood  v.  Barker,  49  Mich.  295,  298;  Rogers  Ex- 
pert Testimony,  268,  269. 

See  also  with  reference  to  expert  testimony,  the  authorities  here- 
tofore cited,  and  Humphries  v.  Johnson,  20  Ind.  190;  Tmney  v. 
N.  J.  Steamboat  Co.,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  1. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  we  would  think  that  the  language 
used  by  the  court  below  in  the  foregoing  instruction  would  not  be 
materially  erroneous;  for  in  many  cases  expert  testimony  founded 
merely  upon  the  opinions  of  expert  witnesses  would  be  almost 
wholly  worthless.  We  have  all  seen  such  cases;  and  in  such  cases 
the  expert  testimony  should  of  course  "  be  received  and  weighed 
with  caution; "  but  the  weight  and  value  of  such  testimony  jirti 
questions  foi  the  jury;  and  it  is  not  for  the  court  to  determine  or 
to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  how  much  or  how  little  weight  should  \w 
given  to  such  testimony.  In  the  present  case  we  think  the  expert 
testimony  of  the  physicians  and  surgeons  who  were  in  fact  ap- 
])ointed  by  the  court,  and  who  made  a  personal  and  professional 
examination  of  the  plaintiff's  eyes,  is  entitled  to  great  consideration 
and  that  the  court  below  erred  when  it  instructed  the  jury  that 
such  testimony  should  ''be  received  and  weighed  with  caution.'* 
Believin<r  that   the  foregoing  instruction  is  erroneous  and  that  it 
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may  have  misled  the  jury,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 
All  the  justices  concurring. 


NORRIS  V.     COBKILL. 

(88  Kans.  409.) 

Marriage —  UabUUy  of  htubandfor  wife*  9  tori, 

A  husband  is  not  liable  for  slanderous  words  spoken  bj  his  wife  without  his 

participation.* 

ACTION  for  slander.     The  opinion  states  the  point.     Defendant 
had  judgment  below. 

C.  W.  C.  Jones,  and  0.  H.  Benily,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Stanley  *&  Wall,  for  defendants  in  error. 

HoRTON,  C.  J.  The  question  presented  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  husband  is  liable  for  the  slanderous  words  spoken  by  his  wife 
when  he  is  not  present  and  in  which  he  in  no  manner  participates. 
The  rule  of  the  common  law  makes  the  husband  liable  for  the  torts 
of  his  wife  committed  during  coverture.  The  reason  assigned  for 
this  liability  is,  that  the  husband  is  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  wife's  real  estate  during  coverture,  and  to  the  absolute  do- 
minion over  her  personal  property  in  possession.  Another  ground 
of  this  liability  at  common  law,  sometimes  given,  is  that  the  wife, 
by  her  marriage,  is  entirely  deprived  of  the  use  and  disposal  of  her 
property  and  can  acquire  none  by  her  industry;  that  her  person, 
labor  and  earnings  belong  unqualifiedly  to  the  husband.  Reeves 
Dom.  Rel.  3;  Tyler  Inf.  and  Gov.,  §  233. 

Again,  the  husband  by  common  law  might  give  the  wife  moderate 
correction,  for  as  he  was  to  answer  for  her  misbehavior,  the 
law  thought  it  reasonable  to  intrust  him  with  this  power  of  re- 
straining her  by  domestic  chastisement  in  the  same  moderation 
that  a  man  is  allowed  to  correct  his  apprentices  or  children,  for 

♦See,  contra,  Tait  v.  Gulbertson.  57  Barb.  9;  Fitzgerald  v.  Quann,  33  Hun,  652. 
Vol.  XLIX— (;2 


Digitized  by 


Google 


490  KANSAS, 

Norris  v.  Corkill. 


whom  the  master  or  parent  is  also  liable  in  some  cases  to  answer. 
1  Bl.  Com.  (Wendell's  ed.)  444,  445. 

iTnder  the  provisions  of  our  statute,  the  reasons  assigned  for  the 
liability  of  the  husband  for  the  torts  of  his  wife  no  longer  hold 
good,  and  therefore  in  our  opinion,  under  the  changes  made  by  the 
statute,  the  liability  no  longer  exists.  It  is  a  part  of  the  common 
law  that  where  the  reason  of  the  rule  fails,  the  rule  fails  with  it. 

At  common  law  the  husband  had  control  almost  absolute  over 
tiie  person  of  the  wife;  he  was  entitled,  as  the  result  of  their 
marriage,  to  her  services,  and  consequently  to  her  earnings;  to  her 
goods  and  chattels;  had  the  right  to  reduce  her  choses  in  action  to 
l)osse8sion  during  her  life;  could  collect  and  enjoy  the  rents  and 
profits  of  her  real  estate,  and  thus  had  dominion  over  her  property 
and  became  the  arbiter  of  her  future .  She  was  in  a  condition  of 
complete  dependence;  could  not  contract  in  her  own  name;  was 
bound  to  obey  him,  and  her  legal  existence  was  merged  in  that  of 
her  husband,  so  that  they  were  termed  and  regarded  as  one  person 
in  law.  Martin  v.  Kobson,  (55  111.  129;  s.  c,  16  Am.  Rep.  578. 
Tyler  Inf.  and  Gov.,  eh.  19,  §§  216-233. 

Under  the  statute,  "^The  property,  real  and  personal,  which  any 
woman  in  this  State  may  own  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  the 
ronts,  issues,  profits  or  proceeds  thereof,  and  any  real,  personal  or 
mixed  property  which  shall  come  to  her  by  descent,  devise,  or  be- 
quest, or  the  gift  of  any  person  except  her  husband,  shall  remain 
her  sole  and  separate  property,  notwithstanding  her  marriage,  and 
not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband  or  liable  for  his  debts. " 
Comp.  Laws  of  1879,  ch.  62,  §  1. 

**  A  married  woman,  while  the  marriage  relation  subsists,  may 
bargain,  sell  and  convey  her  real  and  personal  property,  and  enter 
into  any  contract  with  reference  to  the  same,  in  the  same  manner, 
to  the  same  extent  and  with  like  effect,  as  a  married  man  may  in 
relation  to  his  real  and  personal  property.*'     §  2  of   ch.  62,  supra. 

'*  Any  married  woman  may  carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  and 
pei-form  any  labor  or  services,  on  her  sole  and  separate  account; 
and  the  earnings  of  any  married  woman  from  her  trade,  business, 
labor,  or  services,  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  may 
hv  used  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own  name."  §  4  of  ch.  02, 
i<upra. 

In  addition,  §  3  of  said  chapter  provides  that  a  woman  may, 
while  married,  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  wert^ 
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unmarried.  Therefore  it  is  not  true,  under  the  existing  statute, 
that  the  wife,  by  her  marriage,  is  deprived  of  the  use  and  disposal 
of  her  property;  nor  is  she  prohibited  from  acquiring  property 
by  her  own  industry.  It  is  not  true  under  the  statute,  that  the 
l>ersonal  property  of  the  wife  passes  to  the  husband;  nor  is  he  en- 
titled to  the  rents  and  profits  of  her  real  estate  during  coverture; 
nor  has  he  any  dominion  over  her  personal  property,  her  labor,  or 
her  earnings.  If  she  so  desires,  they  are  unqualifiedly  her  own, 
and  he  cannot  interfere  with  them. 

Again,  in  this  State,  the  common-law  power  of  correction  of  the 
wife  by  the  husband  is  no  longer  tolerated.  Under  the  common 
law,  the  married  woman's  legal  existence  was  almost  entirely  ignored. 
She  was  sunk  into  almost  absolute  nonentity,  and  rested  in  almost 
total  disability;  but  all  of  this  has  been  changed  by  the  statute,  and 
to-day  in  our  State,  *'  her  brain  and  hands  and  tongtie  are  her  own, 
and  she  should  alone  be  responsible  for  slanders  uttered  by  herself." 
Martin  v.  Robson,  supra.  Our  conclusion  is  that  the  provisions  of 
our  statute  change  the  common-law  nile,  and  thereby  discharge  the 
husband  from  liability  for  the  torts  of  the  wife  committed  when  \iv 
is  not  present  and  with  which  he  has  no  connection..  In  this  Stat^» 
the  wife  stands  upon  an  equality,  in  all  respects,  with  the  husband. 
She  is  alone  responsible  for  her  contracts,  and  should  be  alone  re- 
sponsible for  her  words  and  her  acts. 

We  have  examined  the  various  authorities  conflicting  with  these 
views,  but  owing  to  the  provisions  of  our  statute  we  are  not  inclined 
to  follow  them,  and  therefore  think  it  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  will  be  affirmed. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed, 


Hummer  v.  Lamphbab. 

(8S  KaD8.  4m.) 
Judgment  —  domestir  —  action  an. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  on  a  valid  domestic  judgment  before  the  time  to 

issue  execution  has  expired. 

ACTION  on  a  judgment.    The  opinion  states  the  facts.     The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 
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Hudson  &  TuftSy  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Martin  <6  Orr,  for  defendant  in  error. 

HoRTON,  C.  J.  The  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows:  On  June 
17,  1876,  the  Perpetual  Building  and  Saving  Association  recovered 
in  the  District  Court  of  Atchison  county  a  judgment  against  John 
P.  and  Matilda  W.  Hummer  for  the  sum  of  $321.08,  bearing  in- 
terest at  nine  per  cent  per  annum.  June  6,  1881,  an  execution 
was  issued  upon  this  judgment,  which  was  returned  wholly  unsatis- 
fied as  to  the  Building  and  Saving  Association.  On  September  13, 
1882,  the  judgment  was  assigned  and  transferred  to  A.  H.  Lam- 
phear, who  is  now  the  owner  thereof.  On  September  28,  1882,  an 
alias  execution  was  issued  upon  the  judgment,  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  Jackson  couiity,  Kansas,  and  this  execution  was  also  returned 
iinsati86ed.  On  November  24,  1883,  A.  H.  Lamphear  brought  his 
action  in  the  District  Court  of  Jackson  county  against  John  P.  and 
Matilda  W.  Hummer,  upon  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  Building 
and  Saving  Association  of  June  17, 1876,  and  alleged  in  his  petition 
that  the  judgment  was  in  full  force  and  effect;  that  John  P.  and 
Matilda  W.  Hummer  had  no  personal  property  within  the  State  of 
Kansas  subject  to  execution,  nor  the  legal  title  to  any  lands  or  real 
estate  in  said  State,  subject  to  execution;  that  Matilda  W,  Hum- 
mer was  the  owner  of  an  equitable  interest  in  a  quarter-section  of 
land  lying  in  Jackson  county.  State  of  Kansas,  the  legal  title  to 
which  was  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  to  secure  the  sum  of  $676.30 
with  interest  from  June  17,  1882,  at  ten  per  cent  per  annnm;  that 
upon  the  payment  of  this  amount  and  interest,  the  State  was  ready 
and  willing  to  give  a  deed  or  patent  conveying  the  land  and  the 
legal  title  thereto.  The  prayer  of  the  petition  was,  that  judgment 
should  be  rendered  against  John  P.  and  Matilda  W.  Hummer  for 
the  sum  of  $331.08  with  interest  at  nine  per  cent  per  annum,  and 
costs  of  suit;  that  the  sheriff  of  Jackson  county  be  appointed  a  re- 
ceiver to  ascertain  the  interest  of  Matilda  W.  Hummer  in  the  land 
described  in  the  ])etition;  that  he  take  possession  of  the  same  and 
hold  it  with  the  rents  and  profits  arising  therefrom,  subject  to  the 
order  of  the  court;  and  for  other  and  further  relief  as  the  court 
might  deem  meet  and  proper. 

The  defendants,  John  R  and  Matilda  W.  Hummer,  demurred  to 
the  petition,  upon  the  grounds  —  Pirst,  That  the  court  had  no 
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jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of  the  defendants,  or  of  the  subject  of 
action;  second,  that  the  petition  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants,  or  either  of 
them.  The  court  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  rendered  judgment 
against  the  defendants  for  $546.17,  with  interest  and  costs;  ad- 
judged the  same  to  be  a  first  and  prior  lien  on  whatever  interest 
the  defendants  or  either  of  them  had  in  the  real  estate  described  in 
the  petition,  and  decreed  that  if  the  defendants  failed  or  refused  to 
pay  the  judgment  within  a  day  named,  an  order  of  sale  issue  to  sell 
the  property  to  satisfy  the  same.  To  the  rulings  and  judgment  of 
the  court  the  defendants  excepted. 

It  is  their  contention  at  this  time,  that  the  petition  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  because  upon 
its  face  it  appears  that  the  judgment  sued  on  was,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  in  full  force  and  effect,  and  that  execution  might 
have  issued  thereon,  and  the  equitable  interest  of  Matilda  W.  Hum- 
mer in  the  real  estate  in  Jackson  county  taken  by  execution .  Code, 
§§  419, 443;  Comp.  Laws  of  1879,  ch.  104,  §  1,  subd.  8.  To  support 
this,  it  is  insisted  that  at  common  law  an  action  could  not  be 
maintained  upon  a  judgment  until  the  time  within  which  an  exe- 
cution might  issue  had  elapsed.  Pitzer  v,  Russell,  4  Oreg.  124; 
Zee  V.  Giles,  1  Bailey,  449;  21  Am.  Dec.  476;  3  Bl.  Com.  (Wen- 
dell's  ed.)  160. 

Counsel  say,  in  their  brief:  **  There  are  dicla  in  several  decisions 
which  would  seem  to  take  a  contrary  view,  but  we  have  been  unable 
to  find  a  case  where  the  question  was  squarely  raised,  and  the  decis- 
ion was  that  such  an  action  could  be  maintained  at  common  law 
until  the  judgment  became  dormant  or  the  execution  would  prove 
ineffectual.  *  *  *  Burnes  v.  Simpson,  9  Kans.,  decides  that 
an  execution  can  be  maintained  on  a  domestic  judgment  in  this 
State,  which  is  true;  but  whether  it  can  be  maintained  when  an 
execution  can  issue  thereon  was  not  raised  in  that  case,  and  conse- 
quently not  examined.  We  claim  that  that  case  does  not  decide 
the  question  now  raised." 

The  decision  in  Burnes  v.  Simpson,  supra,  goes  farther  than 
counsel  are  willing  to  concede.  In  that  case  the  judgment  was 
rendered  June  4, 1859,  for  $3,054  and  costs;  executions  were  issued 
as  follows:  September  28,  1859;  November  28,  1859;  January  27, 
1860;  August  15,  1864;  May  2,  1869.  All  of  these  were  returned 
DDsatisfied.    The  action  on  the  judgment  was  commenced  June  2, 
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1869.  Under  the  law  in  force  at  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  of 
June  4,  1859,  judgments  of  the  District  Courts  were  liens  for  five 
years  on  land  and  as  long  thereafter  as  the  judgment  should  be 
kept  alive  by  the  issue  of  executions  in  proper  time.  Comp.  Laws 
of  186^,  Civil  Code,  §§  433,  434.  The  judgment  of  Burnes  v. 
Simpson  of  June  4,  1859,  was  in  full  force  and  unsatisfied  when  the 
action  of  June  2,  1869,  was  instituted,  as  it  hjid  been  kept  alive  by 
the  issuance  of  executions  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  Therefore  the  decision  in  Burnes  v.  Simpson  upon  the 
record  in  that  case  decides  in  effect  that  an  action  can  be  maintained 
upon  a  judgment  in  this  State,  although  the  judgment  is  in  full 
force,  and  the  time  within  which  an  execution  can  be  issued  has 
not  expired.  As  counsel  have  been  unable  "  to  find  a  case  where 
the  question  was  squarely  raised  and  it  was  decided  that  such  an 
action  could  be  maintained  at  common  law  until  the  judgment 
became  dormant  or  the  execution  would  prove  ineflTectual,*'  we  refer 
to  the  following  authorities: 

**Debt  lies  upon  a  judgment  within  or  after  the  year  after  the 
recovery."     Wheaton  Selw.  600. 

**  By  common  law,  an  action  could  be  maintained  within  a  year 
and  a  day  on  a  domestic  judgment,  that  being  the  life  of  a  judg- 
ment without  issuance  of  execution."  3  Comyn  Dig.  1792,  Debt, 
A  2,  43  Edw.  Ill,  3,  2b. 

In  Ames  v.  Hoy,  12  Cal.  11,  it  was  insisted  by  counsel  "that  as 
an  execution  could  liavo  been  issued  on  the  judgment,  no  action 
could  be  sustained  thereon,  or  in  other  w^ords  that  an  action  of 
debt  will  not  lie  on  a  judgment  if  an  execution  can  be  issued  there- 
on." Upon  this  point  the  court,  Baldwin,  J.,  delivering  the 
opinion,  said:  *'  The  chief  argument  is  that  there  is  no  necessity 
for  a  right  of  action  on  a  judgment,  inasmuch  as  execution  can 
bo  issued  to  enforce  the  judgment  already  obtained,  and  no  better 
or  liigher  right  or  advantage  is  given  to  the  subsequent  judgment. 
But  this  is  not  true;  in  fact  as  in  many  cases  it  may  be  of  advant- 
age to  obtain  another  judgment  in  order  to  save  or  prolong  the 
lieu,  and  in  this  ease  the  advantage  of  havmg  record  evidence  of 
the  judgment  is  suflBciently  perceptible,  the  argument  that  the  de- 
fendant may  be  vexed  by  repeated  judgments  on  the  same  cause  or 
action,  is  answered  by  the  suggestion  that  an  effectual  remedy  to 
the  party  against  this  annoyance  is  the  payment  of  the  debt." 

In  Oreathouse  v.  Smith,  4  111.  (3  Scam.)  541,  Treat,  J.,  in  de- 
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livering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "  No  rule  of  law  is  better 
settled  than  the  one  that  au  action  of  debt  is  maintainable  on  a 
judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  The  judgment  is  a  good  cause  of 
iictiou,  it  being  as  between  the  parties  the  most  conclusive  eyidence 
of  indebtedness.  We  know  of  no  principle  which  inhibits  the 
creditor  on  a  judgment  which  is  in  force  and  unsatisfied  from  re- 
covering in  an  action  brought  on  it,  although  he  may,  at  the  time 
of  bringing  tlie  suit,  bo  entitled  to  an  execution  on  his  judgment. 
He  is  at  liberty  to  proceed  by  execution  to  collect  the  judgment,  or 
institute  a  new  action  on  it.  Notwithstanding  the  second  suit  may 
Im?  unnecessary  he  has  the  clear  legal  right  to  recover,  and  the 
courts  have  no  power  to  prevent  him,  or  impose  terms  on  him  for 
.so  doing.'' 

In  that  case  Abraham  Lincoln,  afterward  president,  appeared  as 
one  of  the  counsel. 

In  Davidson  v.  Nebaker,  21  Ind.  334,  it  was  decided  that  "A 
judgment  is  a  debt  of  record,  and  an  action  will  lie  to  recover  it, 
whether  the  judgment  is  foreign  or  domestic,  notwithstanding  the 
plaintiff  may  have  a  remedy  on  the  judgment  in  the  court  where  it 
was  rendered,  by  execution  or  otherwise.*' 

In  Hale  v.  Angely  20  Johns.  342,  it  was  held,  **  Where  an  execu- 
tion, issued  on  a  judgment  in  justice's  court,  is  not  returned  at  all 
by  the  constable,  the  common  law  right  of  the  party  remains  un- 
impaired and  he  may  bring  an  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment." 
In  the  opinion  it  was  said:  ''There  are  no  negative  words  that  a 
party  shall  not  sue  on  a  judgment  until  the  execution  has  been  re- 
turned. The  common-law  right  of  bringing  an  action  of  debt  as 
soon  as  a  judgment  is  recovered  remains  unimpaired.  The  statute 
does  not  give  the  action  of  debt,  but  is  merely  explanatory  of  the 
common-law  right." 

In  Smith  v.  Mumford,  9  Cow.  26,  the  case  of  Hale  v.  Angely  supra, 
was  referred  to  and  followed. 

In  Linton  v.  Hurley,  114  Mass.  76,  it  was  held:  "An  actioq  may 
be  maintained  upon  a  judgment  although  an  execution  issued 
thereupon  has  not  been  returned."  And  in  O'Neal  y,  Ktttredge, 
83  Mass.  (3  Allen),  470,  it  was  decided  that  '*  A  declaration  setting 
forth  the  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  of  a  judg- 
mcMit  for  a  certain  sum  as  damages,  and  another  certain  sum  as 
i^>j«ts,  which  judgment  remains  in  full  force  and  unsatisfied,  whenv 
bv  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  have  and  recover  of 
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the  defendant  the  balance  due  thereon  and  interest,  is  safficient  on 
demurrer." 

Freeman,  in  his  work  on  Judgments  (3d  ed.),  section  432,  says: 
''At  common  law  a  party  has  a  right  of  action  upon  his  judgment  as 
soon  as  it  is  recovered.  This  right  is  neither  barred  nor  suspended  b\ 
the  issuing  of  an  execution;  nor  because  from  having  the  right  to 
take  out  execution,  the  plaintiff's  action  seems  to  be  unnecessary'/' 

Many  other  cases  might  be  cited  supporting  the  same  doctrine, 
but  we  think  for  present  purposes  the  above  are  sufiScient.  If  the 
question  were  a  new  one  in  this  State  the  writer  of  this  would  pre- 
fer to  follow  Lee  v.  Giles^  1  Bailey,  449,  and  Pitzer  v.  Eussell,  4 
Oreg.  124;  but  the  case  of  Burnes  v.  Simpson  is  decisive.  That  de- 
cision was  rendered  in  1872,  and  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  inter- 
pose and  provide  tliat  such  oppressive  and  vexatious  actions  shall 
not  be  brought,  if  the  rule  of  the  common  law  as  interpreted  in 
Burnes  v.  Simpson^  svpra,  is  to  be  changed. 

[Minor  points  omitted.] 

The  ruling  and  judgment  of  the  District  Court  will  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
All  the  justices  concurring. 


Gould  v.  City  of  Topeka. 

(82E:ana.486.) 

Municipal  corporation  —  when  liable  for  dangerous  plan  of  Mireets, 

Where  a  street,  as  planned  and  ordered  by  the  aathorities  of  a  city,  is  mani- 
festly and  unquestionably  dangerous  and  unsafe,  the  city  is  liable  for  result- 
ing injuries  to  individuals,  but  not  otherwise,  and  not  without  evidence  of 
express  adoption  or  ratification. 

ACTION  for  personal  injuries  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  case.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

W.  P.  Douthitt  and  G.  N.  Elliott,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  B.  Quintou  and  /.  D,  McFarland,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Valentine,    J.     This   was  an   action  brought  by   Lnella    L. 
Gould  against  the  city  of  Topeka,  to  recover  damages  for  pereonal 
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injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused,  on  the  night  of  August  21, 
1879^  by  reason  of  the  unsafe  and  dangerous  condition  of  a  public 
street  in  the  city  of  Topeka,  named  *^ Kansas  avenue."  At  that 
time  the  plaintiff  was  riding  in  a  carriage  on  said  street,  up  an 
embankment  which  leads  to  the  south  end  of  the  bridge  whicli 
spans  the  Kansas  river,  and  the  carriage  was  overturned  and  the 
plaintiff  thrown  therefrom  and  down  the  embankment  on  the  east 
side  thereof,  and  the  injuries  of  which  she  now  complains  were 
thereby  produced.  The  only  wrong  alleged  against  the  city  is  the 
construction  and  permitted  existence  of  the  said  embankment, 
which  is  alleged  to  be  high  and  naiTow,  and  the  negligence  of  the 
city  in  permitting  it  to  remain  unprotected  and  not  guarded  by 
.*iny  railings  or  other  barriers,  and  without  street  lamps  or  other 
lights  during  the  night.  The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  and  a 
jury,  and  the  court  gave  the  following  (among  other)  instructions: 

*'  13th.  It  can  make  no  difference  in  this  case  whether  the  made 
and  Jfravelled  portion  of  the  street  was  wide  enough  to  accommodate 
th#  ordinary  traffic  and  travel  over  the  same,  unless  its  narrowness 
was  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  being  driven  over  the  narrow  track, 
and  that  such  narrowness  was  caused  by  the  negligent  grading 
and  filling  of  Kansas  avenue,  at  the  place  where  the  accident 
occurred. 

**  14th.  I  further  instruct  you,  gentlemen,  that  such  negligence 
cannot  be  predicated  upon  the  plan  of  a  public  work,  but  it  may 
be  predicated  upon  the  construction  and  subsequent  management 
of  snch  a  work.  If  therefore  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
defects  complained  of  in  the  plaintiff's  petition  did  in  fact  exist  in 
Kansas  avenue,  at  the  place  where  it  is  alleged  the  accident  hap- 
pened to  the  plaintiff,  [and]  were  defects  existing  in  the  plan  of 
grading  and  filling  Kansas  avenue,  as  adopted  and  executed  by  the 
proper  authorities  of  the  city,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in 
this  action.  But  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  such  defects 
[arose]  from  a  negligent  and  careless  construction  of  the  grading  and 
filling,  after  the  plan  of  construction  had  been  fixed  upon,  then  the 
plaintiff  may  recover,  provided  the  injuries  complained  of  were 
caused  directly  by  such  last-named  negligence,  and  the  plaintiff 
and  the  driver  of  the  team  in  which  she  was  riding  were  them- 
selves without  fault  contributing  to  such  injuries. 

**  15th.     If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  accident,  Kansas  avenue,  at  the  place  where  such  accident 
Vol.  XLIX  — 68 


Digitized  by 


Google 


498  KANSAS, 


Gould  V.  City  of  Topeka. 


lA  alleged  to  have  occurred,  was  in  a  defective  condition,  and  that 
such  defective  condition  was  caused  by  said  avenue  having  got  out 
of  repair,  either  by  reason  of  travel  upon  it  or  otherwise,  after  the 
completion  of  the  work  of  grading  and  filling,  and  not  by  reason 
of  negligence  in  the  grading  and  filling  thereof  as  originally  done, 
then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  action. 

''16th.  If  the  work  of  grading  and  filling  Kansas  avenue  at  the 
1)Ihcc  of  the  accident  wns  done  by  the  direction  of  the  defendant, 
and  after  its  completion  the  defendant,  with  knowledge  of  the  plan 
(Ml  which  said  work  had  been  done,  accepted  it  by  permitting  it  to 
stand  and  to  be  used  as  a  public  street,  this  would  be  a  ratification 
of  the  plan  of  said  work,  and  would  in  effect  be  the  same  as  thoagh 
the  plan  of  said  work  had  first  been  adopted,  and  the  work  exe- 
cuted in  accordance  with  said  plan  so  adopted." 

Several  other  instructions  were  given,  but  these  are  the  only  ones 
of  which  the  plaintiff  now  complains.  The  plaintiff  also  asked 
tile  court  to  give  several  other  instructions  which  the  court  refused, 
iiud  of  this  refusal  the  plaintiff  now  complains;  but  we  do  not 
understand  that  any  question  is  now  raised  upon  the  instructions 
refused,  different  from  or  in  addition  to  the  questions  raised  upon 
the  instructions  given.  The  jury  found  a  general  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  for  a  new  trial 
upon  various  grounds,  which  motion  was  overruled,  and  the  conrt 
rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  against  the 
j>laintiff  for  costs;  and  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  now  seeks  to 
liuve  reversed. 

That  a  city  is  liable  for  any  injury  to  private  individuals,  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  its  officers  in  not  keeping  its  streets  in  a  safe 
jind  proper  condition,  has  been  maintained  and  promulgated  by  the 
Su])reme  Court  of  Kansas  nearly  ever  since  its  first  organization,  and 
such  is  now  the  unquestioned  doctrine  in  this  State;  and  nearlv 
all  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  all  this  country  also  recognize,  sanc- 
tion, approve  and  promulgate  this  very  same  doctrine,  ft  is  be- 
lieved that  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Courts  of  New  Jersey, 
Michigan  and  Texjis  furnish  the  only  exceptions  to  this  almost  uni- 
versal agreement  among  the  courts.  Pray  v.  Mayor y  elc,  32  N.  J. 
L.  :)94;  Detroit  v.  Blakehy,  21  Mich.  84;  s.  c,  4  Am.  Rep.  450; 
yfcCutcheon  v.  Honier,  43  Mich.  483;  s.  c,  38  Am.  Rep.  212;  City 
of  Navasota  v.  Pearce,  40  Tex.  525;  s.  c,  26  Am.  Rep.  279. 

Hut  it  is  eljiinietl   by  counsel  for  tl»e  defendant  that  municipal 
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corporations  are  endowed  with  various  powers,  among  which  are 
first  those  which  are  diseretionar}'  and  judicial,  quasi-judicial  or 
legislative  in  their  character;  and  second,  those  which  are  manda- 
tory and  ministerial  in  their  character;  and  that  while  municipal 
corporations   may   l>e    held   liable   for   the   wrongful   exercise   or 
the  wrongful   failure   to  exercise  those  powers    which  are  man- 
datoiy    and   ministerial  in  their  character,    such   as   negligently 
failing    to    keep    their    streets    in    safe    and    proper    condition, 
yet   that   no   liability   can   be  incurred   by   the   exercise   or   fail- 
ure   to    exercise    those    other    powers    belonging    to     the    first 
dass  above-mentioned,  as  where  the  city  orders  or  plans  a  street 
improvement,  or  a  change  or  alteration  of  such  street,  and  the  work 
j^  done  accordingly,  even  if  the  exercise  of  such  powers  or  failure 
^o  exercise  the  same  should  be  ever  so  wrongful.     It  is  claimed 
^^»t  cities  may  adopt  a  plan  for  public  improvements  or  ratify  such 
l*'Hn  after  the  improvements  have  been  made,  and  the  adoption  or 
^^^'fication  of  such  plan  will  come  within  the  first  class  of  powers 
'tiknc'  mentioned;  that  no  negligence  can  be  predicated  upon  the 
^^/<^>ptiou  or  ratification  of  such  plan,  nor  upon   the  improvements 
tiitfiiiselves  if  niatle  in  accordance  with  the  plan;  nor  can  the  city 
l)e  lield  liable  for  any  injuries  to  individuals  resulting  from  the 
l»I**ii,  or  from  the  improvements,  if  made  in  accordance  with  the 
plan,   even  if  the  same  were  ever  so  defective  and  dangerous;  and  it 
Js  further  claimed  that  tlie  city  can  be  held  liable  only  for  the  neg- 
i'g^o lit  Construction  of  the  public  works,  or  the  negligent  manage- 
nit*iit  and  control  thereof  after  the  same  have  been  made;  and  this 
fot"  the  reason  that  these  matters,  and  these  only,  can  possibly  come 
witfiiix  the  second  class  of  powers  above  mentioned. 

^^  ^i-^ee  with  counsel  in  their  division  of  the  powers  of  munici- 

l«i    oorporations,  and  generally  that  cities  are  not  liable  for  the  ex- 

ertnso  f>t*  non-exercise  of  the  first  class  of  powers  above  mentioned; 

>"    ^*e  do  not  agree  with   counsel  in  their  application  of  the  rule 

^  ^  ''Aspect  to  injuries  to  private  individuals  resulting  from  the 

^^tiveand  dangerous  condition  of  the  public  streets  of  cities. 

*^^r  opinion,  a  city  has  no  more  right  to  plan  or  create  an  unsafe 

nn    dangerous  condition  of  one  of  its  public  streets   than  it  has  to 

V  "^  *iTv<i  create  a  public  or  common  nuisance;  and  it  is  admitted 

tlmt  it    has  no  right  to  do  this.     2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.   (3d   ed.), 

^    **0.       The  rule  contended  for  by  counsel  for  the  defendant  has 

^^^    •^l>|)lie<l  to   vjirious  ca^es,  as  follows:  It  has  been  applied  to 
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city  improvements,  and  the  cities  held  not  liable,  in  cases  where 
the  property  of  individuals  outside  of  the  street  has  been  flooded 
and  injured  on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  sewers  or  drains. 
City  of  Atchison  v.  C/uiUiss,  9  Kans.  603;  Steinnieyer  v.  City  of 
St.  Louis,  3  Mo.  App.  256;  Mills  v.  City  of  Brooklyn,  32  N.  Y.  489; 
Darling  v.  Bangor,  68  Me.  108;  Child  v.  City  of  Bosto7i,  4  Allen, 
41;  Van  Pelt  v.  City  of  Davenport,  42  Iowa,  308;  s.  c,  20  Am. 
Eep.  622. 

The  rule  has  also  been  applied  and  a  city  held  not  liable  in  a  case 
where  water  on  adjoining  property  was  polluted  by  means  of  a 
sewer  or  drain.  Merrifield  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass.  216;  s.  c,  14 
Am.  Rep.  592.  The  rule  has  also  been  applied  and  a  city  held  not 
liable  in  a  case  where  by  the  digging  of  a  ditch  the  rent  of  a  per- 
son's house  was  diminished.  Lamhar  v.  City  of  St.  Louis,  15  Mo. 
610.  And  also  to  the  same  effect  where  by  the  digging  of  a  ditch 
and  the  construction  of  a  culvert  on  the  sidewalk,  the  plaintiff's 
abutting  property  was  damaged.  White  v.  Corporation  of  Yazoo 
City,  27  Miss.  357.  The  rule  has  also  been  applied  and  a  city  held 
not  liable,  in  a  case  where  a  school-child  was  injured  by  an  unsafe 
stair-case.  Hill  v.  Boston,  122  Mass.  344;  s.  c,  23  Am.  Eep.  332. 
And  the  rule  has  also  been  applied  and  cities  held  not  liable,  in 
New  York  and  Michigan,  where  injuries  occurred  to  individuals 
on  account  of  the  unsafe  and  dangerous  condition  of  the  streets. 
Urquhart  v.  City  of  Ogdensburg,  91  N.  Y.  67;  s.  c,  43  Am.  Rep. 
212;  City  of  Detroit  y.  Beckman,  34  Mich.  125;  s.  c.  22  Am. 
Rep.  507  ;  City  of  Lansing  v.  Toolan,  37  Mich.  152. 

The  Michigan  cases  however  are  not  entitled  to  much  weight 
as  authority,  for  the  reason  that  in  that  State,  as  before  stated>  the 
Supreme  Court  has  gone  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  cities  are  not 
liable  in  any  case  to  private  individuals  for  injuries  resulting  from 
defective  streets,  whether  the  defect  arises  from  the  neglect  of  the 
city  and  its  officers  to  keep  the  streets  in  safe  and  proper  condition, 
or  is  the  result  of  a  defect  in  the  original  plan  adopted  by  the  city 
council  for  the  construction  of  the  improvements.  Detroit  v. 
Blackeby,  21  Mich.  84;  s.  c,  4  Am.  Rep.  450;  McCutcheon  v. 
Homer,  43  Midi.  483;  s.  c,  38  Am.  Rep.  212. 

This  leaves  only  the  New  York  case  as  being  entitled  to  considera- 
tion in  holding  that  tlie  rule  of  the  non-liability  of  cities  should  be  ap- 
plied where  injuries  have  resulted  to  individuals  on  account  of  the 
unsafe   and   dangerous  condition  of  the  public  streets,  so  made 
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dangerous  in  accordance  with  a  plan  previously  adopted  by  the 
governing  board  of  the  city.  But  even  in  New  York  it  was  doubted 
as  late  as  in  1876  whether  the  rule  should  be  so  applied.  Clemence 
V.  (JUy  of  Auburn^  66  N.  Y.  334.  In  that  case  it  was  donbted 
whether  the  city  would  be  liable  or  not,  even  if  the  work  had  been 
done  in  exact  accordance  with  the  directions  of  the  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city.  And  we  have  the  authority  of  the  highest  courts 
of  two  States,  Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  holding  that  the  rule 
should  not  be  applied  in  any  such  cases.  City  of  Chicago  v.  Oallagher, 
44  111.  295  ;  City  of  Chicago  v.  Langlass,  66  id.  361 ;  s.  c,  4  Am. 
Rep.  603  ;  Prideaux  v.  City  of  Mineral  Point,  43  Wis.  513  ;  s.  c, 
28  Am.  Rep.  558.  These  cases  seem  to  wholly  ignore  all  distinc- 
tion made  by  some  courts  between  injuries  resulting  from  a  defect- 
ive plan  of  the  work  and  injuries  resulting  from  negligence  in  the 
execution  of  such  plan,  or  in  the  control  and  management  of  the 
work  after  its  completion ;  and  they  hold  that  in  all  cases  where 
injuries  occur  to  private  individuals  from  the  unsafe  and  dangerous 
condition  of  the  public  streets  of  a  city,  the  city  should  be  held 
liable ;  and  this  seems  to  be  more  in  harmony  with  reason  and 
justice  than  the  other  rule.  2  Thomp.  Neg.  734,  735,  736,  §§  2,  3, 
and  notes. 

In  Kansas  we  have  no  special  reason  for  following  this  rule  of  the 
Wisconsin  and  Illinois  courts.  In  Kansas,  as  well  as  elsewhere, 
cities  do  not  own  the  public  streets.  In  Kansas,  the  fee-simple 
title  to  the  streets  is  vested  in  the  counties  in  which  the  cities  are 
situated,  and  is  so  vested,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  counties  or  the 
cities  merely,  but  also  for  the  benefit  of  the  entire  travelling  public, 
and  the  cities  are  invested  only  with  the  control  and  management 
of  the  streets  ;  and  this  control  and  management  is  not  merely  for 
the  benefit  of  the  cities  themselves,  but  is  also  for  the  benefit  of 
the  entire  travelling  public.  This  control  of  the  streets  however 
is  not  wholly  discretionary,  or  judicial,  or  quasi- judicial,  or  legis- 
hitive,  and  is  not  divided  or  shared  with  other  corporations,  boards, 
or  tribunals,  but  it  is  absolute  and  exclusive  in  the  cities  ;  and  as 
we  think,  it  is  not  confeiTcd  upon  them  merely  as  a  benefit  which 
they  may  exercise  or  not,  at  their  option  or  discretion,  but  is  im- 
posed upon  them  also  as  an  absolute  and  mandatory  duty,  which 
they  have  no  right  to  evade  or  avoid.  Generally,  they  must  keep 
their  streets  in  a  safe  and  proper  condition  at  their  peril.  And 
while  we  recognize  the  rule  contended  for  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
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sel,  and  think  that  it  may  have  application  in  some  cases,  yet  we 
do  not  think  it  has  very  much  room  for  application  where  injuries 
occur  to  private  individuals  on  account  of  defective  and  manifestly 
dangerous  public  streets.  The  control  of  the  streets  of  cities  wae 
not  })ut  into  their  hands  for  the  purpose  that  they  might  plan  or 
order  that  tlie  streets  should  be  made  dangerous  or  unsafe  for  the 
public  to  travel  thereon  ;  nor  was  such  control  put  into  their  hands 
for  the  pui-pose  that  they  might  plan  or  order  that  the  streets  should 
remain  in  an  unsafe  or  dangerous  condition  if  previously  dangerous  ; 
but  such  control  was  given  to  them  for  the  sole  purpose  that  tliey 
should  make  and  keep  the  streets  safe  and  convenient  for  the  travelling 
l)ublic  ;  and  we  think  it  was  put  into  their  hands  as  a  mandatory 
duty,  which  they  have  no  right  or  discretion  to  evade  or  avoid;  If  a 
city  should  plan  or  arrange  that  a  street  should  be  made  unsafe 
and  dangerous,  we  should  be  inclined  to  think  that  it  would  so 
transcend  its  powers  as  given  to  it  by  the  legislature,  and  so  violate 
its  duties  as  imposed  upon  it  by  tlie  legislature,  that  it  would  be 
liable  for  any  injury  which  might  occur  to  any  individual  by 
reason  of  such  unwise  action.  Such  action  would  be  substantially 
the  same  m  planning  and  creating  a  public  nuisance.  Can  a  city, 
by  planning  that  a  cistern  should  be  left  uncovered  in  the  middle 
of  a  public  street,  avoid  all  liability  for  injuries  that  may  occur  by 
reason  of  some  person's  falling  into  it  in  the  night-time  without 
fault  on  his  part,  when  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  liable  if  the 
cistern  were  left  uncovered  by  the  j)ei-son  who  constructed  it,  or 
was  afterward  uncovered  by  some  other  peraon,  and  notice  of  its 
condition  had  been  given  to  the  city  oflScers  ?  Is  such  a  distinction 
founded  in  reason  ?  2  Thorap.  on  Neg.  734,  735,  836,  §§  2,  3 
and  notes ;  id.  766,  767,  768  and  notes. 

After  a  careful  considemtion  of  this  entire  question,  we  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  where  a  street  as  planned  or  ordered  b\- 
the  governing  board  of  a  city  is  so  manifestly  dangerous  that  a 
court,  upon  the  facts,  can  say  as  a  matter  of  law  that  it  was 
dangerous  and  unsafe,  the  rule  contended  for  by  the  defendant 
should  not  have  any  application,  and  the  city  should  be  held  liable  ; 
but  where,  upon  the  facts,  it  would  be  so  doubtful  whether  the 
street  as  })lanned  or  ordered  by  the  governing  board  of  the  city 
wjK<  dangerous  or  unsafe  or  not  —  that  different  minds  might 
cu  tort  III  n  different  oi)inions  with  resi^ect  thereto  —  the  benefit  of 
llu'  <l<nibt   nn^ht  projK'rly  be  ;:iven  to   the  city,  or  rather  to  its 
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governing  board  that  planned  or  ordered  that  the  street  should  be 
placed  in  such  a  condition,  and  the  rule  should  be  held  to  apply, 
and  the  city  should  not  be  held  to  be  liable.  Before  leaving  this 
question,  we  think  we  should  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
principal  part  of  the  reasoning  in  those  cases  above  cited  whicli 
hold  that  a  city  is  not  liable  for  consequential  damages  to 
property  situated  outside  of  the  streets  by  reason  of  sewers,  drains, 
ditches,  etc.,  is  not  applicable  to  cases  where  the  injuries  are  to 
individuals  travelling  upon  the  public  streets  and  where  the  injuries 
are  caused  by  some  manifestly  dangerous  thing  in  or  forming 
a  part  of  the  i>ublic  streets.  Nor  is  the  principal  part  of  the 
reasoning  in  one  of  this  class  of  cases  like  the  principal  part  of  the 
reasoning  in  the  other ;  for  in  the  one  class  of  cases  the  city  has  a 
legal  right  to  do  just  what  it  has  done,  while  in  the  other  it  has  no 
such  right ;  and  a  cause  of  action  can  seldom,  if  ever,  be  based 
upon  the  lawful  exercise  of  an  unquestioned  legal  right,  while  it 
may  generally  be  based  upon  a  wrong.  See  the  case  of  the  City  of 
Atchiaon  v.  CJialhss,  9  Kans.  603,  heretofore  cited,  for  the  reasoning 
where  the  city  is  held  not  to  be  liable.  We  shall  now  pass  to 
another  question. 

We  would  further  think  that  in  order  that  the  city  should  be 
protected  from  liability  on  account  of  the  work  being  executed  in 
accordance  with  a  plan  previously  adopted  by  the  city,  the  plan 
should  \)e  shown  to  have  been  expressly  adopted,  and  adopted  by 
tlie  city  council  or  other  board  having  the  control  of  the  political, 
the  legislative  and  the  governmental  affairs  of  the  city.  To  say 
that  it  has  been  adopted  because  the  board  has  given  no  expression 
to  the  contrary,  would  not  do.  In  order  that  the  city  should  be 
protected  from  liability  it  is  necessary  that  its  board  should  have 
the  exact  matter  under  consideration,  and  after  due  deliberation 
should  expressly  order  that  the  thing  be  done  ;  or  if  the  thing  has 
already  been  done,  then  that  it  should  be  ratified.  Suppose  that 
the  city  council  should  order  that  a  cistern  be  constructed  in  some 
j)ublic  street,  and  say  nothing  about  the  cover ;  we  would  think 
that  it  should  not  be  held  that  the  want  of  a  cover  should  be 
included  as  a  part  of  the  plan  in  constructing  the  cistern  ;  or 
in  other  words,  that  the  city  council  had  planned  that  there 
'  should  be  no  cover ;  and  if  the  cistern  were  built  in  accord- 
ance with  the  order  of  the  board,  but  with  no  cover,  and 
injuries  should  result   because   thereof,  we  would   think   that   it 
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should  not  be  held  that  the  city  was  not  liable  for  the  injuries. 
Or  if  the  city  should  order  that  a  high  and  narrow  embank- 
ment with  precipitous  sides  should  be  made  in  a  public  street  for 
the  purpose  that  the  travel  should  pass  over  the  embankment,  and 
should  say  nothing  concerning  railings,  guards  or  other  barriers, 
and  nothing  concerning  street  lamps  or  other  lights  to  preyent 
persons  in  the  night-time  from  falling  or  driving  off  the  embank- 
ment and  thereby  being  injured,  we  would  thmk  that  it  should  not 
be  held  that  the  city  had  planned  or  ordered  that  no  such  railings, 
guards,  barriere,  lamps  or  lights  should  be  used;  but  we  would 
think  that  it  should  be  held  that  the  city  had  made  no  order  with 
reference  thereto;  and  then  we  would  further  think  that  if  no  such 
railings,  guards,  barriers,  lamps  or  lights  were  used,  and  thereby 
injury  should  result,  the  city  should  be  held  to  be  liable.  Before 
the  court  should  hold  that  a  street  manifestly  unsafe  and  danger- 
ous was  so  planned  and  so  ordered  by  the  governing  authorities  of 
the  city,  the  courts  should  be  able  to  say  from  the  city  records  that 
it  was  so  planned  and  so  ordered  by  the  city  authorities.  There 
should  be  no  presumption  that  the  city  authorities  ordered  or 
planned  that  a  public  street  should  be  dangerous.  If  a  cistern  or 
an  area  within  the  sidewalk  should  be  left  uncovered  and  remain  so 
for  along  time,  it  should  not  be  presumed  or  held  that  such  authori- 
ties adopted  the  plan  that  it  should  remain  uncovered,  although  it 
might  be  proved  that  all  the  city  authorities  had  knowledge  of  the 
same.  Or  if  a  part  of  a  bridge  over  a  deep  stream  with  precipitous 
banks  should  be  partially  washed  away,  still  leaving  it  possible  in 
the  day-time  for  teams  to  cross  with  great  care,  but  dangerous  and 
hazardous  in  the  night-time,  and  no  precaution  should  be  taken  by 
the  city  authorities  to  guard  against  danger,  it  should  not  be  pre- 
sumed or  held  that  the  city  authorities,  in  their  legislative  or  ju- 
dicial capacity,  or  even  as  an  exercise  of  their  discretionary  powers, 
liiid  })lanned  or  ordered  that  the  bridge  or  stream  should  so  remain 
in  its  hazardous  and  dangerous  condition.  Courts  should  not 
allow  any  but  the  most  formal  evidence  to  be  introduced  to  prove 
that  the  city  authorities  had  planned  or  ordered  or  ratified  any  such 
dangerous  place  within  their  streets.  Courts  should  not  presume, 
without  formal  proof,  that  the  governing  board  of  a  city  had  delib- 
erately done  wrong,  and  especially  not  for  the  purpose  of  relieving 
the  city  from  the  consc(|Ucnces  of  a  wrong  for  the  doing  of  which 
it  would  be  held  to  be  not  liable  if  it  had  done  the  wrong  delib- 
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eratelj,  but  liable   if   it  bad  done  it   merely  heedlessly  or  care- 


We  think  the  court  below  erred  in  giving  the  foregoing  instruc- 
tions. There  was  no  evidence  showing  that  the  city,  by  its  council 
or  otherwise,  had  ever  expressly  planned  or  ordered  that  the  street 
where  the  plaintiff^s  injuries  occurred  should  be  made  or  left  in  the 
condition  in  which  it  then  existed;  and  the  evidence  does  not  show 
that  the  city,  by  its  council  or  otherwise,  ever  expressly  ratified 
any  such  condition  of  the  street.  The  only  evidence  upon  this  sub- 
ject was  that  the  street  had  remained  in  that  condition  for  some 
years,  and  that  the  mayor  and  two  members  of  the  city  council  had 
knowledge  of  its  condition. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  a  new  trial. 

All  the  justices  concurring.  Judgnient  reversed. 


In  Matter  of  Dill. 

OS  KaiiB.  688.) 

CkmUmpt  — forfeiture  of  recognizance. 

Where  one  accused  of  crime  forfeits  his  recognizance  to  appear  for  trial, 
lie  is  not  guilty  of  contempt. 


H 


A  BE  AS  corpus.     The  head-note  states  the  point. 


HattoHy  Ruggles  £  Parsons,  for  petitioner. 

W.  A.  Johnston,   attorney-general,    and  Edwin  A.   Austin,  of 
counsel. 

HuRD,  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  Do  the  facts  found  by  the 
court  and  embodied  in  the  judgment  constitute  a  contempt  of 
court  ?  The  substance  of  the  charge  and  facts  found  is  that  the 
petitioner  was  under  a  recognizance  to  appear  in  court  for  trial 
upon  criminal  charges  pending  against  him  therein;  that  he  did 
not  appear  during  the  term  to  which  he  was  recognized,  and 
absented  himself  from  the  county  and  kept  himself  so  that  he 
Vol.  XLIX  —  64 
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could  not  be  found  by  the  officers  of  the  court,  intending  thereby 
to  obstruct  the  court  in  proceeding  with  his  trial. 

To  constitute  a  direct  contempt  of  court  there  must  be  some  dis- 
obedience to  its  order,  judgment  or  process,  or  some  open  and 
intended  disrespect  to  the  court  or  its  officers  in  the  presence  of 
the  court,  or  such  conduct  in  or  near  the  court  as  to  interrupt  or 
interfere  with  its  proceedings,  or  with  the  administration  of  justice. 

To  constitute  a  constructive  contempt  of  court,  some  act  must 
be  done,  not  in  the  presence  of  the  court  or  judge,  that  tends  to 
obstruct  the  administration  of  justice,  or  bring  the  court  or  judge 
or  the  administration  of  justice  into  disrespect. 

The  petitioner  violated  no  order,  direction  or  judgment  of  the 
court,  nor  was  he  at  large  by  direction  or  order  of  the  court.  He 
luid  entered  into  a  recognizance,  as  the  statute  permitted  him  to  do 
by  which  he  bound  himself  to  the  State,  to  appear  in  court  at  the 
time  and  term  of  the  court  stated  in  the  recognizance,  and  submit 
to  a  trial  of  the  criminal  charges  therein  pending  against  him.  He 
did  not  appear  in  the  court  as  required  by  the  recognizance,  and 
absented  himself  from  the  county  in  which  the  court  was  held. 
The  extent  of  liis  offending  was  in  not  appearing  in  court  and  sub- 
mitting to  the  trial  as  he  had  bound  himself  to  do  by  the  recog- 
nizance, and  in  absenting  himself  from  the  county  where  the  court 
wjis  held.  The  statute  (Comp.  Laws  of  1879,  chap.  82,  §  65)  pro- 
vides tliat  when  a  pei-son  under  recognizance  in  any  criminal  pro- 
ceeding shall  fail  to  })erform  the  condition  of  such  recognizance, 
iiis  default  shall  be  recorded  and  proceedings  entered  ui>on  the 
recognizance,  and  this  entry  must  necessarily  be  made  and  these 
proceedings  be  taken  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  and  so  far 
ti«  the  statute  provides,  the  authority  of  the  court  to  direct  pix>- 
cccdings  then  ends.  The  only  penalty  imposed  bylaw  on  the  peti- 
tioner for  his  non-api)earance,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
roirognizanee,  wjis  the  forfeiture  and  prosecution  of  the  recogni- 
zance. We  think  that  his  non-appearance  in  court  during  the  term 
for  whicli  he  was  recognized  to  api)ear,  and  his  absenting  himself 
from  the  county,  were  not  a  contempt  of  court,  and  that  the  charge 
nii^ainst  him  on  which  he  wtis  convicted  and  is  now  imprisoned  did 
:in<l  docs  not  constitute  such  an  offense  as  renders  him  liable  to 
[)unishment  beyond  the  punishment  provided  by  the  statute;  and 
as  tlierc  was  no  offense,  tliere  coultl  be  no  lawful  conviction,  and 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction   to  render  any  legal  judgment,  and 
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the  judgment  rendered  is  void,  and  the  imprisonment  of  the  peti- 
tioner under  it  is  unlawful. 

The  only  case  within  our  knowledge  bearing  upon  the  question 
whether  the  acts  or  omissions  of  the  petitioner  were  a  contempt  of 
court  is  Tngle  v.  Statey  8  Blackf.  574.  In  that  case  a  party  was 
indicted  and  bound  by  his  recognizance  to  appear  and  answer  the 
(*harge  He  was  advised  by  an  attorney  'Hhat  if  he  could  not  pro- 
cure a  continuance  on  aflSdavit,  he  could  escape  and  forfeit  his 
recognizance,  which  would  work  a  continuance  of  the  cause  to  the 
next  term,  at  a  trifling  cost."  Held^  that  the  attorney,  for  giving 
such  advice,  was  not  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court.  If  an  attor- 
ney, who  is  an  oflRcer  of  the  court,  can  give  such  advice  and  not  be 
in  contempt,  surely  the  client  who  acts  upon  the  advice  cannot  be 
guilty,  and  if  the  accused  under  such  circumstances,  certainly  a 
jiarty  whose  only  offense  is  absenting  himself  from  the  court  on  his 
own  volition,  cannot  be  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court. 

The  j)etitioner  could  have  taken  proceedings  in  error  in  this 
court,  and  thereby  relieved  himself  from  this  void  judgment  and 
illegal  inii)risonment,  but  that  is  not  his  only  remedy.  The  pro- 
ceedings by  habeas  corpus  are  proper,  and  he  is  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged from  imprisonment  under  them. 

The  order  is,  that  the  petitioner  be  discharged  from  the  arrest 
and  imprisonment  of  which  he  complains  in  his  petition  for  the 
writ  issued. 

Judgment  affirmed, 
HoBTON,  C.  J.,  and  Valentine,  J.,  concur  in  the  conclusion. 
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Effidence  —  estoppel  by  omission  to  anstoer  letter. 

A  letter  written  by  one  party  to  a  transaction  to  the  other  party,  after  the 
transaction,  giving  his  version  of  it,  and  not  answered  by  the  other  party,  is 
not  competent  in  evidence  against  the  latter  as  an  admission. 

ACTION  for  accounting.    The  opinion  states  the  point.     The 
defendant  had  judgment  below. 

Robert  Stickney,  for  appellant. 
Joseph  H,  Choate,  for  respondent. 

MiiJvER,  J.  [Omitting other  points.!  Upon  the  trial  at  Special 
Term  objection  was  made  to  the  introduction  in  evidence  of  a  letter 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  dated  the  2d  day  of  December, 
1 STS.  .111(1  the  letter  was  excluded,  except  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
n  ihMiiniid  bv  the  ])laiiitiff  of  the  defendant  of  the  stock  claimed  to 
iK'lonir  to  the  plaintiff.  This  same  letter  was  received  in  evidence 
irxHi  the  first  bearing  against  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  and 
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an  exception  taken  to  the  ruling.  The  letter  in  question  contained 
a  statement  of  the  plaintiifs  claim  against  the  defendaut,  and  it  is 
insisted  that  it  was  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm.  If  the 
lettei  was  competent  it  must  be  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  state- 
ment made  by  the  plain tiif,  which  called  for  a  response  from  the 
defendant,  and  none  having  been  given,  the  silence  of  the  defendant, 
and  his  failure  to  make  any  reply  to  the  same  was  an  admission  of 
the  accuracy  of  the  statement  made  in  the  letter.  The  letter  itself 
cannot  be  regarded  as  coming  within  the  rule  that  where  a  state- 
ment IS  made  at  the  time  when  credit  is  given,  as  in  an  action  for 
falsely  representing  the  solvency  of  a  stranger,  proof  may  be  given 
that  the  plaintiff  trusted  him  in  consequence  of  the  misrepresenta- 
tion, or  as  evidence  of  declarations  in  kindred  cases  accompanying 
the  acts  done,  which  constitute  a  part  of  the  res  gestm.  Taylor  Ev. , 
§  585;  Beaver  v.  Taylory  1  Wall.  637;  Milne  v.  Leisler,  7  H.  &  N. 
786,  796. 

The  letter  containing  the  statement  as  to  the  transaction  was 
written  long  after  the  alleged  agreement  was  entered  into,  and 
cannot  well  be  regarded  as  accompanying  and  constituting  a  part 
of  ihe  same.  It  was  evidently  an  after-thought,  intended  to  draw 
from  the  plaintiff,  in  response,  a  statement  of  his  version  of  the 
transaction,  and  the  evidence  cannot  be  justified  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  conversation  had  after  the  contract 
had  been  made,  which  contained  statements  as  to  what  had  taken 
place  at  the  time  of  the  original  contract,  and  hence  was  a  part  of 
the  res  gestce  within  some  of  the  authorities  cited  by  the  appellant's 
counsel.  The  statement  was  entirely  ex  parley  not  made  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant,  and  therefore  he  was  not  in  the  position 
of  one  to  whom  a  conversation  is  addressed,  who  is  called  upon  at 
the  time  to  make  an  answer  to  the  same,  or  to  suffer  the  consequen- 
ce«  of  such  inferences  as  may  be  derived  from  the  fact  of  his  remain- 
ing  silent,  and  thus  acquiescing  in  the  correctness  of  the  represen- 
tations make.  Nor  can  it  be  said,  we  think,  that  the  statement 
contained  in  the  letter  bears  any  analogy  to  a  case  where  an  injured 
party  makes  a  statement  after  the  transaction,  which  is  held,  under 
c*ertain  circumstances  in  some  of  the  authorities,  to  be  competent 
testimony. 

Some  of  the  cases  cited,  to  establish  the  admissibility  of  declara- 
tions in  favor  of  or  against  the  party  making  them,  relate  to  the 
<|aestion  of  intent,  and  luive  no  application  to  the  case  at  bar. 
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Ridley  v.    Gyde,  9  Bing.   349;    7%omdike  v.    Otty  of  Boston,  1 
Mete.  242. 

Other  authorities  are  cited  to  sustain  the  position  that  the  letter, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  defendant's  silence,  and  the  subsequent 
interviews  between  the  parties,  was  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  it 
tended  to  establish  an  admission  by  the  defendant.  These  cases  have 
been  examined,  and  we  think  none  of  them  present  the  precise 
question  now  considered.  In  Keen  v.  Priest,  1  Post.  &  Pin.  314, 
the  letter  then  in  question  was  from  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  the 
defendant,  demanding  redress  for  "an  illegal  seizure  of  sheep," 
and  it  was  admitted  on  the  ground  that  it  was  evidence  of  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant,  of  which  silence  was  sometimes  evidence. 
It  will  be  seen  that  the  case  was  one  of  a  tortious  nature,  and  in 
this  respect  differs  from  an  action  upon  a  contract,  where  the 
letter  is  offered  to  show  the  plaintiff's  version  of  the  contract  and 
its  admission  by  the  mere  silence  of  the  defendant. 

In  Roe  V.  Day,  7  Carr.  &  P.  698,  the  letter  introduced  was  the 
last  of  a  written  correspondence,  and  was  competent  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  all  that  passed  between  the  parties.  In  Oaskill  v. 
Skene,  14  Q.  B.  664,  the  letter  was  received  in  evidence,  as  being, 
in  substance,  a  demand,  and  containing  only  such  statements  as 
might  fairly  accompany  a  demand.  The  remarks  of  Coleridge, 
J.,  evince  that  a  mere  ex  parte  statement  in  a  letter,  of  the  party's 
case,  cannot  be  received  as  evidence  upon  the  ground  that  it  re- 
mains unanswered. 

In  Fenno  v.  Weston,  31  Vt.  345,  the  letter  in  question  was  in- 
troduced in  evidence  without  objection,  and  constituted  a  portion 
of  the  correspondence  between  the  parties,  and  the  question  in 
reference  to  it  was  raised  in  regard  to  the  charge  of  the  judge. 
The  precise  point  now  made  was  not  presented.  There  were  no 
letters  passing  between  these  parties  which  authorizes  the  admission 
of  the  letter  objected  to  as  a  part  of  the  correspondence,  and  it  does 
not  appear  tliat  the  defendant  ever  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  or  had 
any  communication  with  him  on  the  subject  except  of  an  oral 
character.  In  Allen  v.  Peters,  4  Phila.  78,  the  decision  was  based 
on  the  ground  of  a  misdirection,  or  a  want  of  full  direction  in  the 
charge,  and  the  question  whether  the  letter  was  properly  admitted 
was  not  decided,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
which  8U8tains  the  admissibility  of  a  letter  of  the  character  of  the 
one  which  Wivs  excluded  under  the  facts  presented  in  the  ease  at 
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bar.  Nor  can  it  be  said,  we  think,  that  the  letter  was  answered  in 
the  subsequent  conversation  between  the  parties,  which  was  given 
in  evidence  upon  the  trial,  so  as  to  render  the  letter  admissible. 
Some  other  cases  are  cited  by  the  appellant's  counsel,  but  none  of 
them  hold  that  a  letter,  written  under  the  circumstances  presented 
here,  is  competent  evidence,  of  itself,  against  the  party  to  whom  it 
is  addressed.  On  the  contrary,  numerous  authorities  sustain  the 
position  that  a  letter  written  long  after  the  transaction  has  taken 
place  stating  the  facts  relating  to  the  same,  and  the  agreement  of 
the  parties,  under  ordinary  circumstances  is  a  mere  declaration  of 
the  party  in  his  own  behalf,  which  does  not  demand  an  answer, 
and  that  the  silence  of  the  party  cannot  be  considered  as  an  admis- 
sion of  the  truth  of  the  statement  made,  and  as  binding  upon  him. 
The  question  liere  discussed  has  been  the  subject  of  consid- 
eration in  a  recent  decision  of  this  court.  Talcott  v.  Harris,  93 
N.  Y.  567,  571.  In  that  case  the  action  was  against  a  person  who 
had  been  discharged  in  bankruptcy,  and  it  was  claimed  that  the 
discharge  was  invalid  on  the  ground  that  there  was  fraud  in  the 
contract  by  the  bankrupt.  An  order  of  aiTest  had  been  issued 
upon  affidavits  averring  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt,  and  upon 
the  trial  the  plaintiff  introduced  in  evidence,  against  the  objection 
and  exception  of  the  defendant,  the  papers  upon  which  said  order 
was  granted.  This  court  held  that  the  evidence  was  erroneously 
received,  and  reversed  the  judgment.  It  was  laid  down  in  the 
opinion  that  *'if  the  affidavits  in  question  were  competent  evidence, 
it  must  be  upon  the  ground  that  they  were  statements  made  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  showing  the  fraud  of  the  defendants, 
which  were  uncontradicted  by  the  defendants,  and  that  they 
acquiesced  in  the  propriety  of  the  order  and  in  the  truth  of  the  state- 
ments. *  *  *  While  a  party  may  be  called  upon  in  many  cases  to 
speak  where  a  charge  is  made  against  him,  and  in  failing  to  do  so 
may  be  considered  as  acquiescing  in  its  correctness,  his  omission 
to  answer  a  written  allegation,  whether  by  affidavit  or  otherwise, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  an  admission  of  the  correctness  thereof,  and 
that  it  is  true  in  all  respects.  Reasons  may  exist  why  he  may 
choose  and  has  a  right  to  remain  silent  and  to  vindicate  himself  at 
some  future  period,  and  on  some  more  opportune  occasion."  Wo 
are  unable  to  see  why  the  case  cited  is  not  directly  in  point.  The 
affidavits  constituted  a  statement  by  the  plaintiff,  which  was  not 
eontradicted,  no  motion  havins:  boon  made  to  vacate  the  order  of 
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arresty  upon  the  gi*ound  that  the  facts  were  not  true.,  and  no  ex- 
ception having  been  taken  to  the  same.  The  facts  are  verj'  similar 
in  reference  to  the  letter  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  if 
silence  could  be  regarded  as  an  admission  of  the  correctness  of  the 
statement  made,  the  same  rule  is  applicable  to  each  case,  and  the 
decision  last  cited  is  controlling.  Numerous  other  cases  tend  in 
the  same  direction.  Waring  v.  U.  S.  Tel.  Co.,  4  Daly,  233  ; 
Anthoine  v.  Coti,  2  Hall,  40;  Robinson  v.  Fitchhurg  cf  W.  R.  Co., 
7  Gray,  92;  Hill  v.  Pratt,  29  Vt.  119;  People  v.  Lockwood,  3  Hun, 
304;  Fairlie  v.  Denton,  3  Carr.  &  P.  103;  Draper  v.  Crofts,  15 
Mees.  &  Wels.  166;  Meguire  v.  CorwiTie,  3  MacArth.  81. 

From  an  examination  of  the  cases,  we  think  that  a  distinction 
exists  between  the  effect  to  be  given  to  oral  declarations  made  by 
one  party  to  another,  which  are  in  answer  to  or  contradictory  of 
some  statement  made  by  the  other  party,  and  a  written  statement 
in  a  letter  written  by  such  party  to  another.  It  may  well  be  that 
under  most  circumstances  what  is  said  to  a  man  to  his  face,  which 
conveys  the  idea  of  an  obligation  upon  his  part  to  the  person 
addressing  him,  or  on  whose  behalf  the  statement  is  made,  he  is  at 
least  in  some  measure  called  upon  to  contradict  or  explain  ;  but  a 
failure  to  answer  a  letter  is  entirely  different,  and  there  is  no  rule 
of  law  which  requires  a  person  to  enter  into  a  correspondence  with 
another  in  reference  to  a  matter  in  dispute  between  them,  or  which 
holds  that  silence  should  be  regarded  as  an  admission  against  the 
party  to  whom  the  letter  is  addressed.  Such  a  rule  would  enable 
one  party  to  obtain  an  advantage  over  another  and  has  no  sanction 
in  the  law.  We  think  that  the  court,  on  the  trial  at  Special  Term, 
properly  held  that  the  letter  was  inadmissible  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  a  demand,  and  that  the  judge,  except  upon  the  previous 
trial  of  the  issue  which  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  erred  in  receiv- 
ing the  same  in  evidence. 

There  was  no  en*or  in  any  of  the  findings  of  the  court  upon  the 
trial,  and  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

JudgmefU  affirmed* 

All  concur,  except  Dakforth,  J.,  absent. 
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City  National  Bank  of  PouaiiKEBFsiE  v.  Phelps. 

(OT  N.  Y.  44.) 
Bank  —  National — changed  from  Staie  —  gua/rarUy. 

A  National  bank,  changed  from  a  State  bank,  may  maintain  an  action  on  a 
continaing  guaranty  for  loans,  held  by  it  before  the  change,  for  loans  botli 
before  and  after  the  change. 

ACTION  on  a  guaranty.     The  head-note  and  opinion  show  the 
point.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Edward  S.  Clinch,  for  appellant. 

II.  A,  Nelson  and  W,  Farrington,  for  respondent. 

Rapallo,  J.  On  the  former  appeal  in  this  case,  86  N.  Y.  484, 
we  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defend- 
ant so  much  of  the  indebtedness  of  Woodruff  to  the  City  Bank,  as 
wiis  incurred  before  that  bank  reorganized  as  the  City  National 
Bank,  and  as  remain  unpaid.  The  same  points  were  raised  on  that 
appeal,  which  are  now  urged  by  the  appellant,  so  far  as  the  indebted- 
ness above  referred  to  is  concerned,  and  in  that  respect  there  was 
no  material  change  in  the  facts  on  the  second  trial. 

The  question  of  the  liability  of  the  defendant  for  indebtedness 
incurred  by  Woodruff  after  the  City  Bank  reorganized  as  a  Natiomil 
bank  was  not  decided,  nor  necessarily  involved,  on  the  former  ap- 
peal. The  judgment  then  under  review  was  one  of  nonsuit,  and 
if  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  action  for  any  part  of  his  demand, 
that  was  sufficient  to  require  a  reversal  without  regard  to  the 
amount  recoverable.  The  case  was  therefore  decided  on  the  ground 
that  even  if  it  should  be  conceded  for  the  time  that  the  City 
National  Bank  could  not  make  fresh  advances  to  Woodruff  and  hold 
the  defendant  liable  on  the  guai'anty,  he  was  liable  at  all  events  for 
the  suras  advanced  by  the  City  Bank,  the  obligations  for  which  had 
l)eeu  renewed,  with  the  defendant's  consent,  by  the  City  National 
Bank  which  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  of  the  City  Bank. 

On  the  present  appeal,  the  point  which  was  thus  left  undecided 
is  distinctly  and  directly  presented.  On  the  second  trial  the  plaint- 
iff recovered  the  amount  of  three  notes  given  by  Woodruff  to  the 
Vol.  XLIX  — 65 
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City  National  Bank,  viz.,  one  of  $500,  one  of  $250  and  one  of 
$1,400.  The  first  two,  amounting  to  $750,  were  shown  to  have 
been  given  for  a  balance  remaining  unpaid,  of  the  original  advances 
made  to  Woodruff  by  the  City  Bank  under  the  guaranty,  and  they 
consequently  are  covered  by  the  decision  in  the  former  case.  But 
the  origin  of  the  $1,400  note  was  not  thus  traced,  and  the  evident? 
was  to  the  effect  that  it  was  given  for  a  balance  remaining  unpaid 
on  a  note  for  $2,000  discounted  for  Woodniff  by  the  City  National 
Bank  July  26,  1869,  after  tlie  reorganization,  which  had  been  re- 
duced by  payments,  and  renewed  from  time  to  time  down  to  Jan- 
uary 17,  1876,  when  the  last  renewal  was  given  for  $1,400,  payable 
four  months  after  date.  In  respect  to  this  note,  the  judge  on  the 
trial  charged  the  jury  that  the  guaranty  of  Phelps  &  Kingman, 
which  was  a  continuing  guaranty,  continued,  and  that  the  bank 
had  a  right  to  advance  upon  it  to  the  extent  of  $5,000,  so  long  as 
the  firm  of  Phelps  &  Kingman  existed,  or  so  long  as  the  bank  hold- 
ing the  guaranty  and  acting  upon  it  had  no  notice  of  the  dissolution 
of  this  firm.  And  he  furtlier  charged  that  when  the  change  was 
made  from  the  City  Bank  to  tlie  City  National  Bank  whatever  debt 
was  due  upon  that  guaranty,  vested  in  the  City  National  Bank.  Thus 
far  the  charge  conformed  to  the  decision  of  this  court  before  referrtnl 
to  ;  but  the  judge  went  on  to  charge  further  that  the  guaranty  con- 
tinued so  tliat  the  City  National  Bank  could  continue  to  advance 
ui)on  it  so  long  as  it  had  no  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the  firm  of 
Phelps  &  Kingman.  If  this  position  is. sustained.,  the  $1,400  note* 
stands  u)>on  the  same  footing  as  the  notes  of  $500  and  $250,  and 
the  reorganization  of  tlie  City  Bank,  in  pursuance  of  the  National 
Banking  Act,  becomes  immaterial  to  tlie  present  controversy. 

In  regard  to  tins  point  Folger,  J.,  in  his  opinion  in  the  former 
appeal,  says,  86  N.  Y.  400  :  "As  we  view  the  case  we  need  not 
))ass  upon  the  full  scoi)e  of  the  point  that  the  City  National  Bank 
cannot  hold  the  defendant  upon  the  obligation  to  the  City  Bank. 
The  i)oint,  iti  its  extent,  rests  upon  the  proposition  that  the  plaint- 
iff is  a  distinct  corporation  from  the  State  City  Bank  ;  that  they 
are  distinct  parties,  and  tliat  the  obligation  of  a  surety  to  one  party 
may  not  be  availed  of  by  another  party.  That  this  proposition  a|v 
plies  to  the  change  iniule  by  the  City  Bank  from  State  to  Pedenil 
jurisdiction,  is  not  so  cjisy  of  concession  or  refutation  as  it  may  seem 
atfirsf  sight.'' 

The  question  wjts  thus  left  open,  and  the  case  disposed  of  witli- 
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out  regard  to  it.  But  it  now  becomes  necessary  to  determine  it, 
and  on  consideration  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  should 
be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  view  expressed  by  the  judge 
upon  the  trials  and  by  Gilbert,  J.,  in  his  opinion  in  this  case  at 
General  Term,  16  Hun,  158.  The  general  scheme  of  the  National 
Banking  Act  is  that  State  banks  may  avail  thenselves  of  its  privi- 
leges and  subject  themselves  to  its  liabilities,  without  abandoning 
their  corporate  existence,  without  any  change  in  the  organization, 
officers,  stockholders,  or  property,  and  without  interruption  of  their 
pending  business  or  contracts.  All  property  and  rights  which  they 
held  before  organizing  as  National  banks  are  continued  to  be  vested 
in  them  under  their  new  status.  Great  inconveniences  might  re- 
sult if  this  saving  of  their  existing  assets  did  not  include  pending 
executory  contracts,  and  pending  guarantees,  as  well  as  vested 
rights,  of  property.  Although,  in  form,  their  property  and  rights 
as  State  banks  purport  to  be  transferred  to  them  in  their  new 
status  of  National  banks,  yet  in  substance  there  is  no  actual  transfer 
from  one  body  to  another,  but  a  continuation  of  the  same  body, 
under  a  changed  jurisdiction.  As  between  it  and  those  who  have 
contracted  with  it,  it  retains  its  identity,  notwithstanding  its  ac- 
ceptance of  the  privilege  of  organizing  under  the  National  Banking 
Act. 

[Omitting  other  points.] 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed* 

Judgment  affirtned. 

AU  concur. 


Stboheb  v.  Elting. 

(WN.  Y.  1(B.) 

Negligence  — joint  enterprise. 

Defendant  fnmished  team,  wagon,  etc.,  for  carrying  passengers,  and  McGann 
gathered  the  passengers  and  collected  the  fares,  and  the  two  divided  the 
receipts  in  an  agreed  proportion.  Plaintiff,  while  walking  in  a  street,  was 
run  over  by  the  team  and  wagon,  negligently  driven  by  McCann,  defendant 
not  being  present.     HM,  that  this  action  of  damages  would  lie. 

ACTION  of  personal  injuries  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  case     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


516  NEW  YORK, 

Stroherv.   Elting. 


Lewis  E,  Carty  for  appellant. 
John  W.  Lyon,  for  respondent. 

DAJef FORTH,  J.  The  plaintiff,  while  walking  in  a  pablic  street  in 
the  village  of  Port  Jervis,  was  knocked  down  and  run  over  by  a 
team  of  horses  and  wagon  belonging  to  the  defendant.  He  was  in- 
jured, and  brought  this  action  to  recover  compensation  for  the 
damages  sustained.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  which  the  Special 
Term  refused  to  set  aside,  and  judgment  followed  in  his  favor.  It 
was  affirmed  by  the  General  Term. 

The  case  shows  that  the  defendant  was  not  present  at  the  col- 
lision, and  upon  appeal  to  this  court  the  only  question  raised  is, 
whether  the  learned  trial  judge  erred  in  holding  as  matter  of  law 
that  he  was  liable  for  the  driver's  negligence.  There  was  no  dis- 
pute as  to  the  facts.  The  team  was  owned  by  the  defendant,  its 
driver  was  one  McCann,  the  business  transacted  with  it  was  the  car- 
riage of  passengers,  and  the  defendant  testifying  in  his  own  behalf 
concerning  the  relation  between  McOann  and  himself  said,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  arrangement  was  that  he  would  furnish  the  team 
and  equipments  and  take  care  of  them,  and  McCann  gather  the 
passengers  and  collect  their  fares  which  were  to  be  divided  in  the 
proportion  of  three-quarters  to  himself  and  one-quarter  to  McCann. 
In  face  of  these  facts  the  appellant  contends  that  the  relation  was 
not  that  of  master  and  servant,  which  may  be  conceded,  and  also 
argues  that  there  was  no  partnership  between  them,  and  assuming 
that  to  be  so,  insists  that  there  can  be  no  liability  on  the  part  of  one 
for  the  other's  act,  and  we  must  hold  that  way  or  the  appeal  fails. 

It  is  clear  however  that  there  was  a  contract  relation  between 
tliem.  They  undertook  to  engage  together  in  a  money- making 
occupation,  to  which  one  contributed  as  capital  the  liorses,  harness 
and  wagon,  and  food  and  care  for  the  team,  and  the  other  his  per- 
sonal services.  Tlie  reward  of  each  was  tb  be  derived  from  the 
avails  of  the  business  as  such,  and  not  by  way  of  compensati<Ai 
eitlier  for  services  or  use  of  property.  As  to  third  persons  there- 
fore, within  rules  too  well  settled  to  permit  discussion,  each 
l)ccame  the  agent  of  the  other  in  the  prosecution  of  the  common 
enterprise,  and  liable  for  his  omissions  and  faults  in  regard  thereto. 
Champion  v.  Bostwick,  18  Wend.  175;  Legget  v.  Hyde,  58  N.  Y, 
272;  s.  c,  17  Am.  Rep.  244;  Roberts  v.  Johnson,  58  N.  Y.  613. 
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The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  also  claims  that  the  court 
should  have  directed  the  jury  to  inquire  whether  McCann  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  injury  complained  of,  in  a  separate,  independent 
bjisiness.  Such  fact  had  no  evidence  for  its  support,  and  it  would 
therefore  have  been  error  to  submit  it  as  one  which  might  never- 
theless be  found. 

We  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
All  concur. 


PiBST  National  Bank  of  Oswego  v.  Dmor. 

(»7N.  Y.  149.) 
Execution  —  lexty  on  replevied  chattel. 

A  replevied  chattel  in  possession  of  the  sheriff  is  not  liable  to  execution  against 
the  same  defendant  in  another  action.* 

PROCEEDINGS  to  stay  execution.     The  head-note  states  the 
point.     The  General  Term  reversed  the  Special  Term  order 
for  a  stay. 

Lottie  Marshall,  for  appellant. 

*S.  C,  Huntington,  for  respondent. 

Finch,  J.  If  the  General  Term  were  right  in  sustaining  the 
levy  upon  the  property  held  under  the  writ  of  replevin,  the  sheriff 
occupies  a  very  awkward  and  anomalous  position,  and  the  law  is 
made  to  demand  a  seeming  impossibility.  The  sheriff  took  posses- 
sion of  the  malt  in  obedience  to  process  requiring  him  to  take  that 
specific  property.  The  defendants  in  replevin,  Dunn  and  Dorsey, 
not  giving  a  bond  for  the  return  of  the  property  within  the  pre- 
scribed three  days,  it  became  the  imperative  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  deliver  such  property  to  the  First  National  Bank  of  Oswego, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action.  While  preparing  to  make  such  deliver}', 
but  before  it  had  been  actually  accomplished,  the  Second  National 
Bank  of  Oswego  issued  to  him  an  execution  against  Dunn,  and 
required  him  to  levy  upon  the  same  property.  He  made  the  levy, 
♦Seei/^/r<//  v.  TilUfti  (68  Me.  19.5),  28  Am.  Kep.  34. 
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and  so  found  himself  at  one  and  the  same  instant  required  to 
deliver  up  the  malt  on  one  mandate  and  retain  and  sell  it  on 
another.  He  cannot  do  both.  The  two  duties,  each  equally  im- 
])orative,  are  utterly  inconsistent,  and  the  performance  of  either 
inevitably  involves  the  non-performance  of  the  other.  The  diffi- 
(iulty  too  does  not  end  with  the  sheriff,  but  extends  to  the  plaintiff 
in  replevin.  He  sues  Dunn  to  recover  the  identical  property, 
(*laiming  to  be  its  owner,  and  obtains  for  the  safety  of  his  title  a 
lawful  possession.  But  that  safety  is  weak  and  brittle  if  Dunn  can 
confess  a  judgment  to  a  creditor,  who  alleging  his  debtor's  owner- 
ship, can  again  put  in  jeopardy  the  possession  of  the  property. 
The  law  compels  tlie  plaintiff  in  the  replevin,  as  the  price  of  his 
temporary  possession,  to  give  a  bond  for  the  return  of  the  property, 
if  such  return  is  in  the  end  adjudged,  and  yet  if  levies  may  bc^ 
made  in  behalf  of  creditors,  the  law  prevents  the  very  return 
which  it  at  the  same  time  requires.  It  was  a  similar  inconsistency 
to  which  the  Federal  court  called  attention  in  Hagan  v.  Lucas,  10 
Pet.  404.  Justice  McLean  said:  *'If  the  property  be  liable  to 
execution  a  levy  must  always  produce  a  forfeiture  of  the  bond. 
For  a  levy  takes  the  property  out  of  the  possession  of  the  claimant 
and  renders  the  performance  of  his  bond  impossible.  Can  a  result 
so  repugnant  to  equity  and  propriety  as  this  be  sanctioned  ?  Is 
the  law  so  inconsistent  as  to  authorize  the  means  by  which  the  dis- 
charge of  a  legal  obligation  is  defeated,  and  at  tlie  same  time  exact 
a  penalty  for  the  failure?  " 

From  tliese  inconsistencies  there  must  be  some  avenue  of  escape. 
The  right  of  the  Second  National  Bank,  as  a  judgment-creditor  of 
Dunn,  to  contest  the  validity  of  his  assignment  to  Dorsey,  and  the 
alleged  title  of  the  First  National  Bank  by  virtue  of  its  warehouse 
receipt,  is  undoubted.  Claiming  the  malt  to  be  in  truth  the  prop- 
erty of  Dunn,  it  may  levy  upon  it  and  seek  to  maintain  its  hold, 
unless  met  by  the  obstruction  of  an  existing  custody  of  the  law. 
That  obstruction  the  appellant  intei'poses,  and  asserts  it  to  be 
effectual  wliether  at  the  moment  of  the  attempted  levy  the  malt 
was  in  tlie  custody  of  tlie  officer,  or  had  been  delivered  to  thetem- 
porai-y  possession  of  the  bank  during  the  pendency  of  its  proceed- 
in  <rs  in  replevin.  The  precise  question  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
(le(  ided  by  any  court  of  Inst  resort,  but  the  authorities  approach  it 
from  several  directions,  and  indicate  tlie  principles  which  should 
govern    its   determination.      The  old  action   of    replevin  and  its 
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modem  substitute  are  alike  in  the  nature  of  proceedings  in  rem. 
The  court  fastens  upon  the  identical  property,  and  holds  it  subject 
to  its  own  ultimate  di&position.     If  by  its  own  rules  it  cannot  hold 
the  res  against  other  process  which  it  has  power  to  control,  tlie 
iiction  loses  its  character  and  becomes  merely  one  for  damages.     In 
Hagan  v.  Lucas,  supra,  it  wjis  ruled  that  the  property  taken  on  tlie 
writ  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  both  while  held  by  the  officer, 
uiul  after  delivery  to  the  plaintiff,  and  so  remains  during  the  pen- 
dency of  the  action  awaiting  the  final  disposition  of   the  court. 
And  it  was  further  said  that  this  custody  could  not  be  disturbed  by 
any  process,  especially  not  by  that  emanating  from  another  jurisdic- 
tion.    This  case,  and  its  doctrine  as  stated,  were  approved  by  the 
same  court  in  a  very  recent  decision.      Covell  v.  Hyman,  111   U.  S. 
170.     It  is  true,  as  the  General  Term  say,  that  the  case  cited  was 
oi^e  m  which  the  writ  under  which  a  bond  was  given  for  the  return 
of  the  property  was  issued  from  the  State  court,  while  the  dis- 
turbing execution  came  from  the  Federal  court,  and  the  avoidance 
o!  a  conflict  of  jurisdiction  was  ass'Jgned  as  the  principal  ground 
of  decision.  But  at  the  foundation  of  that  conflict  was  the  incon- 
sistency (»f    a  legal  requirement  that  an  officer  should  hold  tlie 
property  for  one  puipose  and  yet  be  compelled  to  sun*ender  it  for 
another.     That  the  liostile  mandates  came  from  different  courts 
only  emphasized  the  inconsistency. 

It  was  early  held,  and  lias  been  steadily  maintained,  that  prop- 

t'rty  levied  upon  by  an  officer,  when  found  in  and  taken  from  the 

possession  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  cannot  be  replevied 

unless  in  a  case  where  the  taking  was  tortious,  and  the  officer  liable 

i»  trespass.     Thompson  v.  Button^  14  Johns.  86;  Pangburny,  Pat- 

'*%^.  7  id.  142.     And  that  illustrates  the  difference  between  a 

hk'mg  on  executi(m  and  on  a  writ  of  replevin.     In   the  former 

^"^e  he  18  required  to  take  only  the  property  of  the  debtor,  and  is 

» <;res])asser  if  he  takes  that  of  a  stranger;  but  in  the  latter  he    is 

^^</ujred  to  take  certain  specific  ])roperty,  and  is  not  a  trespasser, 

aiid  cannot  be  sued  for  taking  it      His  possession   under  the  writ 

^^<i  his  power  to  obey  it  are  thus  ])erfectly  protected,  and  his  taking 

AS  entirely  unaffected  by  the  question  of  ownership. 

^^  ^cker  V.  Wliiie,  25  Wend.  014,  the  property  was  levied  ui)on 
ni  ib37  as  the  property  of  Jessup.  Thereafter  White  took  out  a 
wnt  of  replevin  and  gave  the  necessary  bond,  but  left  the  property 
in  tho  possession  of  Jeasiip.     In  1830  Acker,  as  sheriff,  levied  upon 
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the  same  property,  while  the  replevin  suit  remained  undecided. 
White  recovered  the  property  from  Acker,  the  court  saying  that 
** the  bond  was  substituted  for  the  goods,"  and  ''assuming  that 
the  plaintiff  acquired,  by  virtue  of  the  bond  and  replevin,  the 
property  in  question,  then  though  it  still  continued  in  the  posses- 
sion of  Jessup,  it  would  not  be  subject  to  execution  against  him." 

The  case  of  Bvrkle  v.  Luce,  1  N.  Y.  163,  cited  by  the  General 
Term,  decided  only  that  where  the  replevin  suit  had  abated,  and 
could  not  be  revived  because  of  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  the  levy 
made  by  the  sheriff,  from  whose  possession  the  replevin  had  taken 
the  property,  at  once  revived,  and  he  could  re-take  it  from  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff's  executors.  There  the  replevin  was  at 
an  end,  and  the  custody  of  the  law  discharged.  We  fail  to  find 
anywhere  authority  for  the  doctrine  that  by  the  issue  of  an  execu- 
tion a  sheriff  holding  property  under  a  writ  of  replevin  can  be 
forced  to  disobey  the  mandate  of  the  writ.  The  case  of  successive 
executions  issued  to  the  same  o^cer  stands  upon  different  principles. 
Even  there,  it  is  said,  that  having  levied  under  the  first  execution, 
he  cannot  and  does  not  levy  under  the  second,  but  its  issue  to  him 
operates  as  a  constructive  levy.  Seymour  v.  NewtoUy  17  Hun,  30. 
But  in  such  case  he  is  not  charged  with  inconsistent  duties,  or  his 
lawful  possession  disturbed.  The  later  executions  in  no  manner 
alter  or  interfere  with  his  duty  under  the  first.  He  can  obey  all 
the  mandates,  and  is  not  driven  to  disobey  any,  but  an  execution 
following  a  writ  of  replevin  sets  the  officer  at  once  at  war  with 
himself. 

The  Code  has  made  provision  for  the  case  of  a  claimant  whose 
claim  existed  prior  to  the  replevin  (§  1709),  but  has  made  none  for 
a  case  where,  as  here,  the  creditor's  judgment  was  obtained  and 
his  execution  issued  after  the  replevin.  In  such  case  he  can  only 
claim  through  the  title  of  the  debtor.  If  there  be  none  in  him, 
there  can  be  no  right  of  the  creditor.  If  that  title  is  already  in 
dispute,  he  must  abide  its  issue;  or  if  need  be,  in  a  lawful  manner 
take  part  in  its  determination.  If  the  property  be  lawfully  removed 
from  the  possession  of  his  debtor,  and  held  by  the  law  for  a  final 
mljudication,  he  cannot  disturb  that  custody,  or  invade  it  with  in- 
(^ousistent  process.  He  must  take  sucli  remedy  as  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  custody  lawfully  acquired  and  maintained.  Gases  of 
attjichment  furnish  an  illustration.  The  duty  of  an  officer  to  whom 
tfie  warrant  hjis  been  issued  is  to  take  and  retain  the  property  till 
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final  judgment  and  execution.  Hence  it  is  said  that  property  in 
enstodia  legis  cannot  be  attached.  Drake  Attachments^  §  251. 
And  the  case  of  Read  v.  Spragus^  34  Ala.  101,  is  cited.  There  an 
attachment  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  before  its 
levy  a  writ  of  seizure  from  a  Court  of  Chancery  was  issued  to  the 
same  officer.  He  tried  to  execute  both.  Of  course  he  could  not, 
and  the  court  held  that  since  he  could  not  execute  the  attachment 
except  by  taking  the  property,  and  the  moment  he  took  it  the 
property  was  in  the  custody  of  the  court  under  the  writ  of  seizure, 
therefore  the  attachment  could  not  be  levied.  If  the  courts  of  this 
State  have  modified  this  rule,  it  is  only  in  a  manner  which  pre- 
serves its  substantial  elements.  In  Dunlop  v.  Patterson  Fire  In- 
surance Co,,  74  N.  Y.  145;  8.  c,  30  Am.  Rep.  283;  money  de- 
posited with  the  clerk  of  a  court,  in  lieu  of  an  undertaking  on 
appeal,  was  held  liable  to  an  attachment  in  an  action  by  a  third 
I)crson  against  the  depositor.  But  this  went  upon  the  ground  that 
the  attachment  opei'ated  not  upon  the  money  itself,  but  upon  the 
intangible  right  of  the  depositor  to  so  much  of  it  as  might  remain 
after  the  exigencies  of  the  appeal  were  satisfied;  and  the  court  care- 
fully and  sedulously  guarded  itself  against  a  construction  that 
would  interfere  with  the  custody  of  the  fund. 

The  creditor,  in  the  present  case,  must  pursue  a  remedy  consist- 
ent with  the  sheriff's  duty  under  the  replevin,  and  with  the  hold 
which  the  law  has  upon  the  property.  The  issue  of  his  execution 
gave  him  a  general  lien  against  the  property  of  his  debtor.  He 
meets  with  an  obstruction  to  his  levy.  We  see  no  reason  why  he 
may  not  proceed  in  equity,  making  all  the  rival  claimants  parties, 
preventing  if  need  be  a  transfer  of  the  property  by  the  plaintiff  in 
replevin,  avoiding  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  so  determining  in  one 
action  the  whole  controversy.  We  thiuk  the  Special  Term  was 
right  in  setting  aside  the  levy. 

The  order  of  the  General  Term  should  be  reversed,  and  that  of 
the  Special  Term  aflSrmed,  with  costs. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

All  concur,  except  Rugeb,  C.  J.,  taking  no  part. 
Vol.  XLIX  — 66 


Digitized  by 


Google 


522  NEW  YOEK, 


Piingle  V.  Levericli. 


Pringlb  V.  Lkverich. 

(97  N.  Y.  ML) 

Parifiersfiip  —  retiring  partmr  —  emdetice  —  admisHan  of  remaining  members. 

In  an  action  against  a  retired  partner  for  a  debt  contracted  by  tbe  remaiuiug 
members,  in  tbe  same  firm  name,  on  tbe  ground  of  tbe  want  of  notice  c»r 
knowledge  of  tbe  dissolution,  tbe  account  as  entered  on  tbe  ledger  of  tbe 
new  firm  is  not  evidence  against  tbe  defendant. 

ACTION  on  account.     The  opinion  states  the  fact     The  plaint- 
iff had  judgment  below. 

John  E,  Parsonsy  for  appellant. 

Albert  SHckney,  for  respondent. 

Earl,  J.  Previous  to  August  11,  1874,  the  defendants,  Charles 
D.  Leverich,  Edward  Levericli  and  Stephen  D.  Leverich,  were  co- 
partners, doing  business  in  the  city  of  New  York,  under  the  firm- 
jiame  of  Leverich  &  Co.  For  some  years  prior  to  that  day  the 
plaintiff's  assignor,  John  J.  Pringle,  was  a  dealer  with  tlie  finn 
and  was  then  indebted  to  it.  On  tliat  day  the  firm  was  dissolved 
and  Charles  D.  Leverich  retired  therefrom  and  never  thereafter 
had  any  connection  therewith.  The  remaining  members  of  tlie 
firm  continued  to  carry  on  the  same  business  under  the  same  firm- 
name  until  1878  when  they  became  bankrupts.  John  J.  Pringle, 
after  the  dissolution  of  the  old  firm,  continued  to  deal  with  the 
new  firm,  and  at  the  time  of  its  bankruptcy,  in  1878,  the  latter 
firm  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  about  $15,000.  His  claim 
for  that  amount  he  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  brought  this 
action  against  the  members  of  the  old  firm,  seeking  to  hold  them 
for  the  debt  on  the  ground  that  his  assignor  had  received  no  notic<^ 
ami  had  no  knowledge  of  the  dissolution  tliereof.  Charles  D. 
Leverich,  tlie  present  appellant,  defended  the  action  upon  the 
ground  that  he  had  retired  from  that  firm,  and  that  the  plaintiff's 
assignor  had  knowledge  of  such  retirement.  Upon  this  appeal  his 
counsel  has  brought  to  our  attention  various  alleged  errors  for 
wliieh  he  seeks  to  have  the  judgment  reversed;  but  as  we  have 
readied  the  conclusion  that  one  of  tlie  allegations  of  error  is  well 
founded,  we  will  at  lliis  time  take  no  notice  of  the  others. 
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Upon  the  trial  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  amount  of  his 
claim,  the  plaintiff  called  as  a  witness  Stephen  D.  Leverich,  one  of 
the  defendants,  who  produced  a  book  and  testified  that  it  was  the 
ledger  of  the  firm  of  Leverich  &  Co.,  composed  of  himself  and 
Edward  Leyerich.  He  was  then  asked  this  question:  '*  What  was 
the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  firm  of  Leverich  ft  Co.  to 
John  J.  Pringle  on  February  16,  1878,  as  shown  by  this  book?" 
This  question  was  objected  to  by  the  counsel  for  Charles  D.  Leve- 
rich, upon  the  ground  that  it  appeared  that  he  was  not  a  member 
of  the  firm  of  Leverich  ft  Co.  at  the  time  in  question.  The 
objection  was  overruled  by  the  court  and  an  exception  was  taken  to 
the  ruling.  The  witness  answered:  "On  February  15,  1878,  the 
firm  owed  John  J.  Pringle  $14,966,"  and  this  was  the  only  evidence 
given  of  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

The  entries  in  the  book  were  not  used  as  memoranda  to  refresh 
the  memory  of  the  witness,  but  they  were  received  as  original  evi- 
dence, and  the  question  is,  whether  as  such  they  were  properly 
received?  In  considering  this  question  we  must  assume  that  the 
plaintiff's  assignor  did  not  during  the  time  he  dealt  with  Levericli 
&  Co.  have  any  notice  of  the  retirement  of  Charles  D.  Leverich 
from  the  firm.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is, that  as  he  did  not  have 
such  notice,  as  to  him,  Charles  D.  Leverich  was  to  be  treated  as  a 
member  of  the  firm  for  all  purposes. 

During  the  continuance  of  a  firm  the  law  of  agency  mainly, 
although  not  exclusively,  governs  the  relations  of  its  members  to 
each  other  and  to  the  persons  who  deal  with  it.  One  partner  is  the 
general  agent  of  the  firm  to  bind  it  in  all  matters  pertaining  to  the 
business  carried  on  by  the  firm.  The  rule  may  also  be  stated  that 
as  to  himself  he  acts  as  principal,  and  as  to  his  partners  he  hiis  a 
general  agency  to  bind  them  in  all  matters  of  the  firm. 

A  partner  who  retires  from  a  firm  may  be  held  liable  to  all  per- 
sons who  had  previously  dealt  with  it  and  who  continued  to  deal 
therewith  until  they  have  notice  or  knowledge  of  his  retirement. 
In  Parsons  on  Partnership  (2d  ed.),  427,  it  is  said:  '*  The  reason 
of  the  nde  is  perfectly  obvious.  They  whom  he  authorizes  to 
think  him  a  partner  may  hold  him  as  such;  and  being  a  partner, 
and  being  known  as  a  partner,  he  authorizes  all  to  think  him  so 
who  do  not  know  that  he  has  ceased  to  be  one.  If  we  suppose 
no  fraud  on  his  part,  there  is  negligence  on  his  part,  and  of  two 
mnocent  persons  he  should  suffer  whose  negligence   caused  the 
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error."  In  Story  on  Partnership  (7th  ed.),  §  160,  it  is  said:  "  Where 
an  ostensible  or  known  partner  retires  from  the  firm,  he  will  still 
remain  liable  for  all  the  debts  and  contracts  of  the  firm,  aa  to  all 
persons  who  had  previously  dealt  with  the  firm,  and  have  no  notice 
of  liis  retirement.  This  is  a  just  result  of  the  principle  that 
where  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  from  giving  credit, 
he  who  has  misled  the  confidence  of  the  other,  and  has  been  the 
cause  of  the  credit,  either  by  his  representations,  or  his  negligence, 
or  his  fraud,  ought  to  suffer  instead  of  the  other" 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  reason  for  holding  one  who  has  retired 
from  the  firm  in  such  case  is  based  either  upon  the  law  of  estoppel 
e;*  paiii,  or  upon  the  rule  which  is  frequently  applied,  that  where  one 
of  two  innocent  parties  must  suffer,  he  should  suffer  who  by  his  fraud 
or  by  his  negligence  has  induced  confidence  or  action  on  the  part  of 
the  other  party.  But  the  reason  for  holding  the  retired  partner 
goes  so  far  only  as  to  make  him  responsible  to  innocent  persons  who 
continue  to  deal  \yith  the  firm,  presumptively  on  the  faith  of  his 
presence  as  a  member  thereof ;  and  all  obligations  to  such  persons 
created  in  such  dealings  bind  the  retired  partner  just  as  fully  and 
thoroughly  as  if  he  continued  to  be  a  member  of  the  firm.  The 
rule  thus  defined  goes  far  enough  to  protect  the  former  dealers 
with  the  firm.  After  a  dissolution  of  a  firm  by  the  retirement  of 
one  of  the  members  thereof,  it  is  well  settled  that  the  surviving 
members  cannot  bind  him  by  their  admissions  {Brisban  v.  Boyd,  4 
Paige,  17;  Walde?i  v.  Sherburne,  15  Johns.  409);  and  it  matters  not 
whether  the  dealer  to  whom  the  admissions  were  made  knew  of  the 
dissolution  or  not.  It  is  sufficient  that  at  the  time  the  admissions 
were  made  the  parties  making  them  had  no  right  to  bind,  rep- 
resent or  act  for  the  partner  who  liad  retired.  In  Wlntnian  v. 
Leonard,  3  Pick.  177,  the  following  language  was  used  by  Parker, 
0.  J. :  '*  It  is  said  however  that  as  to  a  person  accustomed  to  deal 
with  the  partnership,  it  continued  until  he  had  notice  of  the  dis- 
solution; but  that  must  apply  to  their  usual  dealings." 

It  does  not  apjwar  when  these  entries  in  the  ledger  were  written, 
or  that  they  were  part  of  any  transaction  between  the  plaintiff's 
assignor  and  the  firm,  or  that  they  were  the  result  of  any  settle- 
ment then  made  between  him  and  the  firm.  Nothing  appears 
about  them  except  that  they  were  in  the  ledger  of  the  firm.  They 
may  have  been  written  there  after  the  plaintiff  had  ceased  to  deal 
with  the  firm,  or  after  he  had  notice  of  the  dissolution,  or  after  the 
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bankruptcy  of  the  firm.  They  were  evidently  written  after  the 
dealing  had  ceased,  as  they  contained  the  entire  balance  of  the 
plaintiffs  claim.  They  were  therefore  at  most  the  bare,  naked 
declarations  or  admissions  of  the  fii*m  as  it  was  then  constituted, 
made  four  years  after  Charles  D.  Leverich  had  retired  therefrom. 
They  can  therefore  have  no  more  force,  and  are  entitled  to  no  more 
weight  as  against  him  than  the  mere  verbal  declarations  of  Edward 
and  Stephen  D.  Leverich.  The  rule  which  holds  a  retired  partner 
is  only  for  the  protection  of  those  former  dealers  with  the  firm, 
who  continue  to  deal  with  the  firm,  and  it  holds  him  liable  that 
they  may  suffer  no  injury  or  loss  from  such  retirement  unknown  to 
them.  But  the  rule  does  not  go  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  mere 
naked  declarations  and  admissions  of  the  remaining  members,  not 
connected  with  any  dealings,  upon  which  the  dealer  takes  no  action, 
and  in  which  he  reposes  no  confidence,  can  be  used  against  the 
retirmg  member.  It  was  therefore  error  to  overrule  the  objection 
to  this  evidence. 

[Minor  i)oint  omitted.] 

The  judgment  should  therefore  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  costs  to  abide  event. 

Judgment  reversed. 

All  concur,  except  Ruger,  G.  J.,  dissenting,  and  Rapallo,  J., 
absent. 


DiLLBNBECK  V.  DYQEBT» 

m  N.  Y.  808.) 

NegcUabU  iMtrument  —  right  of  accommodation  maker  to  contribution. 

One  of  the  several  accommodation  makers  of  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
note  paid  it,  and  afterward  transferred  it  for  value  to  a  third  person.  Held, 
that  the  transferee  could  maintain  an  action  for  contribution  against  the 
other  makers,  although  he  paid  the  full  face,  the  transferor  paid  the  full 
interest  for  several  years,  and  the  transferee  proved  the  note  for  the  full 
amount  against  the  transferor  in  bankruptcy,  and  received  and  credited  a 
dividend. 

ACTION  for  contribution.     The  head-note  states  the  case.    The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 
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3f.  Rumsey  Miller,  for  respondent. 
/.  F,  Parkhurst,  for  appellants. 

Finch,  J.  We  affirm  this  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the 
note,  which  was  paid  by  George  W.  Snell,  although  extinguished 
as  such  by  the  fact  of  its  payment,  remained  in  the  hands  of  Snell, 
the  evidence  of  a  right  to  contribution  against  his  co-sureties,  estab- 
lishing both  that  they  incurred  the  original  obligation  to  contribute, 
and  the  fact  of  payment  by  Snell,  which  made  that  obligation 
operative  in  his  favor ;  that  the  transfer  of  the  note  by  Snell  to 
the  plaintiff  was  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  the  court  below 
correctly  held  that  its  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  passed  to  him  the 
right  of  contribution  of  which  it  was  the  evidence  ;  and  that  this 
result  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  both  parties  supposed  it  gave 
to  the  transferee  a  greater  right,  and  held  the  co-sureties  as  makers, 
instead  of  contributors,  for  the  amount  paid  by  Snell.  The  novelty 
and  possible  importance  of  the  question  seem  to  require  that  the 
rcjujjons  for  our  conclusion  should  be  sufficiently  developed. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  exception  here  argued  concedes 
the  liability  of  the  co-sureties  defending  to  somebody,  either  to 
Snell  himself,  or  to  plaintiff  as  his  assignee,  and  the  sole  inquiry 
is,  not  whether  they  are  liable  at  all,  but  simply  whether  they  shall 
])ay  Snell,  or  his  alleged  assignee.  The  only  question  is,  which  of 
two  is  entitled  to  receive  the  money  that  is  certainly  due  to  one  ; 
and  the  only  interest  of  the  defendants  in  that  question  is  to  know 
wliich  is  the  person  to  whom  they  may  safely  pay  a  debt,  which,  on 
tliis  appeal,  must  be  treated  as  valid  and  existing.  Since  therefore 
it  is  immaterial  to  the  defendants  which  of  the  two  they  pay,  pro- 
vided only  they  pay  but  once,  the  practical  question  remaining  is 
wliether  Snell,  as  between  him  and  plaintiff,  is  entitled  to  collect 
and  receive  this  admitted  debt  notwithstanding  what  passed  between 
them  ;  and  that  again  is  the  inquiry  whether  Snell  transferred 
absolutely  nothing,  and  got  plaintiff's  money  for  nothing.  We  say 
got  his  money  for  nothing,  since  the  proof  is  that  plaintiff  advanced 
to  Snell  the  whole  $500  ;  and  as  it  also  appears  that  at  the  date  of 
the  transfer  there  was  owing  to  plaintiff  by  Snell  only  the  two  sums 
of  $130  and  $100,  and  that  at  the  time  of  such  transfer  some  money 
Avart  paid,  the  inevitable  inference  is  that  upon  delivery  of  the  note 
the  difference  between  its  fjioe  and  the  amount  of  Snell's  subsisting 
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debt  was  advanced  in  cash.  The  injustice  of  denying  to  plaintiff 
any  right  whatever  against  the  defendants,  and  leaving  it  in  the 
ownership  of  Snell,  requires  us  to  consider  whether  any  rule  of  law 
coinDcls  such  a  result. 

For  some  distance  in  the  appellant's  argument  we  feel  bound  to 
^  with  him.  That  the  note  was  extinguished  by  payment^  and 
therefore  the  doctrine  of  subrogation  does  not  apply,  we  concede. 
The  creditor  had  nothing  but  the  note.  Until  it  was  paid  by  one 
of  the  co-sureties,  he  could  gain  no  right  as  against  his  fellows. 
Their  liability  to  him  depended  upon  his  extinction  of  the  common 
debt.  Subrogation  implies  a  presumed  intention  to  keep  the 
creditor's  security  alive,  and  the  equity  of  so  doing  as  against  a 
principal  debtor.  Contribution  is  among  sureties  only,  and  pre- 
sumes the  payment  and  extinguishment  of  the  debt  by  one  for  the 
benefit  of  all.  It  rests  rather  upon  the  equity  of  equality  than 
upon  contract,  though  at  law,  to  save  the  right,  a  promise  to  con- 
tribute will  be  implied.  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  4  Johns.  Ch.  334; 
Davis  v.  Perriiic,  4  Edw.  Ch.  64;  Armitage  v.  Baldwin,  5 
Beav.  278. 

It  follows  also  as  the  appellant  argues,  that  the  transfer  of  Snell's 
right  of  contribution  cannot  be  held  to  have  passed  as  an  incident 
to  the  transfer  of  the  note  as  a  principal  obligation,  since  payment 
left  it  not  an  obligation  at  all;  and  that  if  the  right  of  contribution 
passed,  it  did  so  as  a  hew  and  principal  obligation,  and  not  as  acces- 
sary to  a  dead  and  extinct  note,  and  that  brings  us  to  the  funda- 
mental inquiry,  what  was  the  effect  of  the  transaction  between 
Snell  and  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  obvious  on  the  face  of  it  that  both  parties  intended  that 
some  right  against  the  signers  of  the  note  should  be  transferred. 
The  note  in  the  hands  of  Snell,  although  extinguished  as  such  by 
jmyment,  was  yet  the  evidence  of  the  liability  to  contribution  by 
the  co-sureties  originally  incurred,  and  also  of  the  payment  by  Snell 
which  gave  him  the  right  to  enforce  such  obligation.  Hodgson  v. 
Shaw,  3  Myl.  &  K.  183.  If  when  Snell  paid  the  note,  he  had  taken 
from  the  payee,  besides  the  note,  a  written  receipt  acknowledging 
its  payment,  and  then  Snell  had  transferred  both  note  and  receipt 
to  plaintiff  for  a  valuable  consideration,  there  being  no  other  facts 
but  that  bare  transaction,  an  intent  to  transfer  the  right  to  contri- 
bution would  be  easily  and  necessarily  inferred.  But  since  the 
note  in  Snell's  hands  wjis  the  equivalent  of  a  receipt  from  the 
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payee^  and  equally  evidence  of  payment,  the  transfer  of  the  note, 
no  other  facts  being  present,  would  compel  an  inference  that  the 
right  of  which  it  was  the  evidence  and  which  subsisted,  and  not 
the  right  which  was  gone  and  dead,  was  intended  to  be  transferred. 
If  in  just  such  a  case  as  that  supposed  the  co-sureties  had  paid  to 
plaintiff  their  contributory  shares,  and  thereafter  Snell  had  sued 
them  for  contribution  as  due  to  him,  it  is  hardly  possible  to  doubt 
that  the  payment  to  plaintiff  would  have  been  held  good.  The  in- 
tent of  the  party  is  to  be  inferred  from  his  acts;  the  intent  to 
transfer  some  right  rather  than  no  right  would  have  been  an  inev- 
itable presumption;  and  since  no  right  of  which  the  note  was  evi- 
dence existed,  save  the  right  of  contribution,  an  intention  to  trans- 
fer that  right  would  necessarily  have  been  presumed.  But  this 
case  does  not  stop  at  the  bare  fact  of  the  transfer.  The  legal  in- 
ference of  intent  deducible  from  that  is  claimed  to  be  rebutted  and 
supplanted  by  facts  showing  a  different  intent  and  that  a  purpose 
to  transfer  the  note  as  a  note,  and  as  a  living  obligation  against  the 
signers  for  its  full  amount  was  proved,  which  is  inconsistent  with 
the  primary  intent  inferable  from  the  bare  fact  of  transfer.  The 
facts  relied  upon  for  this  purpose  were  three:  first,  that  plaintiff 
advanced  the  full  face  of  the  note  and  not  merely  the  amount  due 
for  contribution;  second,  that  Snell  steadily  paid  to  him  the  full 
interest  upon  the  note  which  he  indorsed  thereon;  and  third,  that 
upon  SnelPs  failure  the  plaintiff  proved  this  note  against  him  in 
bankruptcy  for  its  full  amount,  and  received  and  credited  a  divi- 
dend thereon.  It  seems  to  us  that  none  of  these  facts  are  incon- 
sistent with  an  intent  deducible  from  the  bare  transfer  to  assign 
and  pass  the  right  of  contribution.  When  plaintiff  advanced  ta 
the  full  amount  of  the  note  he  may  very  well  have  assumed  that 
Snell  would  be  liable  to  him  for  the  full  amount  of  his  advance, 
and  the  note  serve  as  a  memorandum  or  evidence  of  that  fact,  while 
^^atiiblisliing  only  as  against  the  other  signers  a  liability,  less  in 
amount,  ttffu  measui*ed  merely  by  their  duty  of  contribution.  On 
that  basis  it  would  be  natural  and  proper  for  Snell  to  pay  the  full 
interest,  and  not  strange  that  its  payment  was  indorsed  on  the  note. 
And  on  that  basis  the  plaintiff  might  well  prove  his  debt  against 
Snell  in  bankruptcy  and  receive  a  dividend  upon  it  without  waiving 
recourse  to  the  sureties  remaining  liable,  at  least  if  nobody  ob- 
jected. The  intention  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  to  hold  Snell  for  the 
full  amount  of  the  advances,  and  to  treat  the  note  transferred  as  a 
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memorandum  of  such  amount  and  the  payments  thereon^  couhl 
easily  co-exist  with  an  intention  to  hold  the  other  signers  as  secur- 
ity for  the  same  debt  to  the  limit  of  their  actual  liability.  An  in- 
tent on  the  part  of  Snell  to  give  to  plaintiff  a  right  iigainst  himself 
to  the  fuU  amount  of  the  face  of  the  note  could  co-exist  also  with 
a  further  intent  to  transfer  in  addition  and  as  added  security  the 
liability  of  the  co-sureties  for  contribution.  These  facts  therefon; 
do  not  necessarily  disprove  the  primary  intent  derived  from  the 
transfer.  They  show  only  another  and  added  intention  to  hold 
Snell  for  the  full  amount  without  necessarily  disproving  a  co-ex- 
iating  intent  to  transfer  on  one  side  and  hold  on  the  other  a  liabil- 
ity of  the  sureties  for  a  lesser  sum. 

But  beyond  this  view  of  the  case  there  remains  another.  While 
no  one  of  the  parties  has  testified  that  this  transfer  was  made 
under  a  mistake  of  law,  and  in  the  absence  of  such  proof,  we 
ought  to  presume  that  they  knew  the  law,  and  acted  in  the  light  of 
that  knowledge,  it  may  still  be  jiossible  to  infer  from  the  facts  that 
both  parties  thought  the  note  a  valid  and  subsisting  obligation 
against  all  the  signers,  and  had  no  conscious  and  definite  intent  to 
transfer  anything  else.  But  grant  that  they  did  not;  does  it  follow 
that  the  right  of  contribution  did  not  pass  ?  It  is  argued  that  it 
did  not  pass  unless  the  minds  of  the  parties  met  over  that  specific 
transfer;  that  there  must  have  been  a  mutual  intent  to  assign  that 
identical  right;  and  no  such  meeting  of  minds  or  mutual  assent 
existed.  But  it  was  said  in  Schuyler  v.  Smith,  51  N.  Y.  314;  s.  v., 
10  Am.  Rep.  609,  that  "the  general  rule  undoubtedly  is,  that  it 
takes  two  parties  to  make  an  agreement,  and  that  their  minds 
must  meet.  But  this  rule  is  not  of  universal  application.  The 
law  sometimes  steps  in  and  makes  agreements  for  parties  which 
they  did  not  mutually  intend."  In  the  opinion  in  that  case  perti- 
nent illustrations  are  given,  but  some  more  nearly  allied  to  the  case 
in  hand  may  be  gathered  from  the  reports.  In  Oneida  Bank  v. 
Ontario  Bank,  21  N.  Y.  490,  a  loan  was  made  to  a  bank  for  which 
post  notes  were  delivered  which  were  illegal,  but  were  afterward 
assigned  by  the  lender  to  another  bank,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
assignee  could  recover  on  the  original  loan,  although  the  action 
was  on  the  i)08t  notes,  and  no  transfer  of  the  original  loan  had 
been  made.  There,  as  here,  there  was  no  specific  transfer  of  the 
right  which  existed,  and  there,  as  here,  a  transfer  only  of  somt- 
thing  utterly  dead  and  worthless.  What  the  parties  had  iu  their 
Vol.  XLIX       r.7 
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minds  was  the  post  notes  only,  and  yet  the  law  made  the  worthless 
paper  carry  to  the  assignee  the  valuable  right,  when  such  a  thought 
l)rob»bly  never  entered  the  mind  of  either  party.  Cases  have 
arisen  in  which  a  mortgage,  void  for  usury,  has  been  assigned  to 
third  parties,  and  which  was  held  to  carry  to  the  assignee  the  right 
to  an  old  security  not  usurious,  for  which  the  void  mortgage  was 
;(iven.  Oerwig  v.  SUterlyy  56  N.  Y.  217.  The  reasoning  in  tliat 
(;a8e  justifies  much  that  we  have  said  in  this,  but  it  especially  shows 
how  the  law  deems  within  the  intent  of  the  parties  something 
which  was  never  present  to  their  thoughts,  and  in  spite  of  some 
ineffectual  thing  which  was  so  present.  In  that  case  it  was  said 
that  '•  it  never  was  the  intention  of  the  assignor  to  retain  any 
thing  for  himself  in  respect  to  the  original  debt,"  and  with  equal 
lu-opricty  we  may  say  here,  that  Snell  never  intended  to  retain  for 
luinsclf,  and  to  be  er.forced  by  him,  a  right  of  action  against  the 
.sureties.  Still  another  class  of  cases  are  those  in  which  a  mortgage 
Ims  been  foreclosed  by  proceedings  entirely  ineffectual  to  pass  a  title, 
and  where  the  purchaser's  deed  has  been  held  to  operate  as  an 
jwsignment  of  the  mortgage.  Jackson  v.  Bowen,  7  Cow.  14;  Rob. 
ififton  V.  Rya7i,  25  N.  Y.  324.  In  these  instances  there  never  was 
in  the  mind  of  either  party  a  conscious  intention  or  purpose  of 
jissigning  the  mortgage.  On  the  contrary,  the  actual  intention 
wjis  to  extinguish  the  mortgage  and  tmnsfer  the  land  In  the 
former  of  these  cases  it  is  said,  **the  intention  was  to  pass  a 
greater  interest.  If  that  failed,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  operation 
of  the  instrument  as  an  assignment.  Valeat  quarUum  valerepolesL'' 
\n  that  maxim  thus  quoted  lies  the  germinant  seed  of  the  whole 
doctrine.  As  the  greater  right  includes  the  lesser,  even  though 
they  ai"#  of  different  character,  the  intent  to  convey  the  greater 
includes  the  intent  to  convey  the  lesser,  and  if  the  former  fails  the 
latter  may  prevail.  So  much  shall  pass  as  can  pass.  In  the  present 
case  it  is  quite  certain  that  Snell  did  not  intend  to  reserve  in  him- 
self any  right  or  interest  which  the  note  in  his  hands  represented, 
or  of  which  it  was  the  evidence.  He  thought  he  was  passing  the 
greater  right,  but  did  not  think  he  was  reserving  the  lesser  one. 
Phiintiff  did  not  suppose  that  he  was  gaining  no  right  against  any 
one  but  Snell.  We  think  it  a  true  construction  of  the  transfer 
t  hat  so  much  passed  as  existed  and  was  capable  of  passing,  and 
that  the  mutual  intent  must  be  held  not  limited  to  the  void  and 
useless  transfer. 
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We  have  examined  other  objections  to  the  judgment,  but  find 
them  insufficient  to  establish  error. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Jndffmeni  affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Bitgkk,  C.   J.,  dissenting,  and  Rapa.llo,  J^ 
not  voting. 


Chasb  t.  8BGOND  Avenue  Railroad  Compaitt. 

(W  N.  y.  884.) 
Oantraet  —  license  —  implied  extension. 

The  defendant  in  consideration  of  a  specified  yearly  compensation,  payable 
monthly,  gave  the  plaintiff  the  exclusive  privilege  of  placing  advertisements 
iu  its  cars  for  two  years  from  Dect^mber  30, 1876.  After  the  ezpir&tion  of  that 
time,  without  further  agreement,  the  plaintiff  continued  to  place  advertise- 
ments iu  the  cars,  making  the  like  monthly  payments,  until  May  1,  1881. 
when  the  defendant  refused  to  allow  him  to  do  so  any  longer.  In  an  action 
for  damages,  held,  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  permit  him  to  con- 
tinue the  advertisements  for  the  rest  of  the  year  1881,  and  that  the  action 
was  not  maintainable. 

ACTION  for  breach  of  contract.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 
The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

John  Brooks  Leavitt,  for  appellant. 
Austen  (/.  FoXy  for  respondent. 

Earl,  J.  In  August,  1876,  the  plaintiflP  entered  into  a  written 
contract  with  the  defendant,  whereby  in  consideration  of  $1,200 
per  year  payable  in  monthly  installments  of  $100  each,  he  was  to 
have  the  exclusive  right  to  place  advertisements  in  its  cars  for  two 
years  from  the  30th  day  of  December  of  that  year.  In  pursuance 
of  that  contract  he  placed  and  kept  adveiliisements  in  the  cars  for 
the  two  years,  and  paid  the  stipulated  compensation.  After  the 
expiration  of  the  two  years,  without  any  further  agreement,  he  con- 
tinued to  place  and  keep  advertisements  in  the  cars  until  May  1, 
1881,  making  the  monthly  payments,  when,  in  pursuance  of  a  notice 
requesting  him  to  remove  the  advertisements  from  the  cars  on  or 
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before  that  day,  it  removed  them  from  its  cars  and  refused  to  per- 
mit him  to  place  any  more  therein. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  by  permitting  him  tq  keep  his  advertise- 
ments in  the  cars  after  December  30,  1880,  and  taking  pay  from 
him,  the  defendant  must  be  held  by  implication  to  have  renewed 
the  original  contract  for  another  term  of  two  years  from  that  date  • 
and  that  at  least  by  permitting  him  to  enter  upon  another  year  in 
1881,  it  was  bound  to  permit  him  to  keep  his  advertisements  in  the 
cars  for  the  whole  of  that  year. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  from  the  defendant 
for  its  refusal  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  keep  his  advertisements  in 
the  cars  after  May  1,  1881.  He  was  defeated  at  the  trial  and  then 
appealed  to  the  General  Term  and  to  this  court. 

The  written  contract  between  the  parties  amounted  either  to  a 
license  or  to  a  lease  (it  is  unimportant  to  determine  which),  to 
use  the  defendants'  cars,  personal  property,  for  a  certain  purpose. 
The  law  did  not  imply  a  renewal  of  the  contract  for  a  term  of  two 
years,  because  such  a  conti'act  which  was  not  to  be  performed  and 
could  not  be  performed  within  one  year,  not  being  in  writing,  was 
void  under  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  law  will  not  imply  an  un- 
written contract  which  the  parties  themselves  could  not  make  witli- 
out  writing.  It  will  sometimes  imply  an  obligation  on  the  part  of 
a  person  who  has  received  a  benefit  under  a  contract  condemned 
by  the  statute  of  frauds,  to  make  compensation  to  the  other  party. 
An  implied  contract  is  one  which  the  law  infers  from  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  case ;  but  it  will  not  be  inferred,  so  far  as 
I  can  conceive,  in  any  case  where  an  express  contract  would  for  any 
reason  be  invalid.  The  law  will  not  make  that  valid  without  a 
writing  which  the  law  requires  should  be  m  writing. 

Conti'acts  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds  will  sometimes  be 
specifically  enforced  in  equity,  not  because  they  are  treated  as  valid, 
but  for  the  prevention  of  fraud. 

This  is  not  an  equitable  jvction  for  the  specific  performance  of  any 
contract  or  to  compel  the  execution  of  a  valid  lease  or  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant.  No  such  relief  was  claimed  in  the  com- 
plaint or  upon  the  trial.  The  action  is  to  recover  damages  for  the 
breach  of  an  alleged  valid  agreement,  and  to  maintain  it  the  plaint- 
iff must  show  a  valid  agreement 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  contniot  for  the  whole  of  the  year  subsequent  to  December  30, 


Digitized  by 


Google 


NOVEMBER  TERM,  1884.  533 


Gay  V.  Seibold. 


1880,  upon  the  ground  thi^t  there  was  an  implied  contract  for  the 
whole  of  that  year,  is  also  unfounded.  If  the  cars  had  been  real 
estate  leased  to  him,  his  claim  would  have  foundation.  A  tenant 
of  real  estate,  permitted  to  hold  over  after  the  expiration  of  his 
tenancy,  may  hold  for  another  year  upon  the  same  terms.  The 
landlord  has  his  option  to  treat  the  tenant  as  a  trespasser  or  as  a 
tenant  for  another  year.  But  if  he  takes  rent,  or  otherwise  assents 
to  the  holding  over,  then  the  tenant  has  the  rights  of  a  tenant  for 
another  year.  Schuyler  v.  Smithy  51  N.  Y.  309  ;  s.  c,  10  Am. 
Rep.  609.  These  are  technical  niles  applicable  to  real  estate,  which 
have  never  been  applied  to  personal  property,  and  so  it  was  held  in 
Chamberlain  v.  Pratt,  33  N.  Y.  47,  To  the  reasoning  of  that  case 
nothing  needs  to  be  added.  By  using  the  cars  after  the  expiration 
of  the  first  term  of  two  years,  the  plaintiff  acquired  no  new  rights. 
It  was  always  in  the  power  of  the  defendant  to  put  an  end  to  his 
occupancy  of  its  cars  at  any  time. 

The  plaintiff  also  invokes  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  against 
the  defendant,  but  I  see  no  basig  for  it  to  rest  upon.  For  aught 
1  can  sec  his  damage  and  his  embarrassment  would  have  been  just 
as  great  if  it  had  removed  the  advertisement  from  its  care  on  the 
.30tli  day  of  December,  1880.  It  did  nothing  to  mislead  him.  He 
knew  that  his  contract  had  expired,  and  that  he  was  using  the  cars 
at  the  will  of  the  defendant,  and  it  simply  exercised  a  right  which 
he  was  bound  to  know  it  had. 

Therefore  without  giving  our  reasons  at  greater  length,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  judgment  is  right  and  should  be  affirmed,  with 

costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
All  concur. 


Gay  v.  Seibold. 

(97  N   Y.4TO.) 

Partnership  —  statute  —  **  d  Co.'^  representing  no  actual  partners, 

A  l)ODd  was  ezecated  to  "  John  Gay  and  Charles  Gay.  Jr..  doing  business  as 
Gay  Brothers  &  Co."  They  were,  as  the  obligors  knew,  the  only  partners. 
Held,  not  within  the  statute  prohibiting  the  transaction  of  business  in  the 
name  of  a  partner  not  interested,  and  requiring  the  designation  '*  &,  Co."  to 
represent  an  actual  partner,  under  pennlty  as  a  misdemeanor  for  non  obser- 
ranoe. 
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ACTION  on  a  bond.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  defend- 
ant had  judgment  below. 

Joseph  P.  Carr,  for  a])pellant8. 
Wm.  L.  Jones,  for  respondent. 

Eakl,  J.  On  the  9th  day  of  November,  1880,  the  plaintiffs, 
book  publishers  of  the  city  of  New  York,  entered  into  a  written 
agreement  under  the  name  of  Gay  Brothers  &  Co.,  with  the  defend- 
ant John  S.  Seibold,  whereby  he,  for  certain  considerations  to  1h» 
paid  to  him,  agi*eed  to  act  sis  clerk  and  manager  of  their  branch 
office  in  the  city  of  Buffalo  for  the  sale  of  their  publications  which 
they  were  from  time  to  time  to  consign  to  him.  He  was  to  keep 
accounts  of  his  stock  and  of  receipts  and  disbursements  of  money, 
and  make  I'emlttances  from  time  to  time  of  balances,  after  deduct- 
ing his  commissions,  to  the  plaintiffs.  He  was  to  canvass  person- 
ally for  the  sale  of  books  each  afteraoon,  and  devote  the  morning 
of  each  day  to  office  work  until  such  time  as  the  office  work  should 
require  his  entire  time  and  attention;  and  he  was  expected  to  em- 
ploy other  canvassei's  to  aid  him  in  his  work.  In  the  agreement 
the  plaintiffs  were  described  as  Gay  Brothers  &  Co.,  and  in  that 
name  they  executed  it. 

On  the  same  day  John  S.  Seibold,  the  respondent,  William  H. 
Seibold  and  A  dele  Seibold  executed  and  delivered  to  "John  Gay 
and  Charles  Gay,  Jr.,  doing  business  as  Gay  Brothers  &  Co.,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,"  their  bond,  conditioned  to  be  void  if  John  S. 
Seibold  should  well  and  truly  pay  to  "  Gay  Brothers  &  Co."  all 
sums  due  from  him,  under  the  agreement,  in  the  manner  and  at 
the  times  prescribed. 

Thereafter,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  the  plaintiffs  in- 
trusted John  S.  Seibold  with  their  books  and  publications,  and  he 
<lisposed  of  the  same  and  received  money  on  account  thereof  which 
lie  failed  to  account  for  and  pay  to  them,  and  this  action  was  com- 
menced to  enforce  the  obligations  of  his  bond.  William  H.  Seibold 
in  his  answer,  among  other  things,  alleged  as  a  defense  that 
the  plaintiffs  ''were  and  are  carrying  on  business  in  violation  of 
hiw  ill  this,  to-wit:  that  said  plaintiffs  were  and  are  carrying  on 
I)nsines8  in  the  name  of  Gay  Hrothere  A  Co.,  with  the  designation 
of    *and   Company'  or  *&  Co.,'  and  paid  presented  bond  is  so 
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made  by  said  plaintiffs  with  said  designation  of  '  and  Company ' 
and  '&  Co./  to-wit:  *6ay  Brothers  and  Company'  and  *6ay 
Brothers  &  Co.'  and  the  said  *&  Co.'  represents  no  actual  partner 
or  partnei-s  in  violation  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  entitled  *'  An  act  to  prevent  persons  from  transacting 
business  under  fictitious  nambs." 

Upon  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiffs  had  for  two  years 
been  carrying  on  business  in  the  city  of  New  York  under  the  firm 
name  of  Gay  Brothers  &  Co.,  and  that  they  were  the  only  members 
constituting  the  firm.  At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  court 
nonsuited  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  ground  that  they  ''  having  mado 
the  contract  in  suit,  and  having  engaged  in  carrying  on  businest 
under  the  firm  name  of  *  Gay  Brothers  and  Company,'  while  the 
words  *  and  Company '  represented  no  actual  person  who  was  a 
member  of  said  firm  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract  out 
of  which  the  cause  of  action  here  arose,  were  violating  thereby  the 
statute  "  above  referred  to,  and  could  not  for  that  reason  recover  in 
this  action.  The  sole  question  for  our  determination  is  whether 
the  nonsuit  should  have  been  granted  upon  the  ground  stated. 

There  was  no  allegation  in  the  answer,  or  proof  upon  the  trial, 
that  the  plaintiff's  business  in  Buffalo  was  carried  on  by  John  S. 
Seibold  in  violation  of  the  statute,  or  that  he  was  required  so  to 
carry  it  on,  or  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  and  the  bond 
made  to  aid  the  plaintiffs  in  violating  the  statute.  The  plaintiffs 
were  nonsuited  simply  because  they  were  carrying  on  business  in 
the  city  of  New  York  under  the  name  of  Gay  Brothers  &  Co.,  and 
entered  into  the  contract  with  John  S.  Seibold  in  that  name,  and 
were  described  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  under  that  name. 

The  statute  referred  to  is  the  act  chapter  281  of  the  Laws  of 
1833,  and  reads  as  follows:  Section  1.  '^No  person  shall  here- 
after transact  business  in  the  name  of  a  partner  not  interested  in 
his  firm,  and  where  the  designation  *and  Company'  or  *  &  Co.'  is 
used^  it  shall  represent  an  actual  partner  or  partners.''  Section  2. 
"  Any  person  offending  against  the  provision  of  tliis  act  shall,  upon 
eon\iction  thereof,  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  be 
punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  *1,000." 

This  statute  does  not  appear  to  be  a  very  useful  one.  It  does 
not  compel  partners  to  disclose  their  true  names,  or  any  of  their 
names  in  the  partnership  designation.  They  may  still  do  business 
under  any  style,  not   untruly  containing  the  name  of  any  person 
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which  they  choose  to  assume^  such  as  the  '^  Union  Towing  Oom- 
pany,"  the  "  Eureka  Company  "  or  other  fanciful  naiaea,  Crawford 
V.  Collins,  45  Barb.  269;  Wright  v.  Hooker,  10  N.  Y.  51;  and  it 
may  be  very  difficult  in  such  cases  to  ascertain  who  the  numerous 
persons  are  composing  the  partnership.  Even  an  individual  may 
transact  his  business  under  such  a  name  without  violating  the 
statute.  So  these  plaintiffs  could  have  done  business  under  the 
name  of  '^  Gay  &  Co./'  and  the  public  would  have  been  just  as 
liable  to  imposition  as  when  the  business  was  done  under  the  name 
of  Gay  Brothers  &  Co.  Persons  giving  credit  to  a  firm  either  rely 
upon  the  responsibility  of  the  finn  by  whomsoever  it  may  be  con- 
stituted, or  they  rely  upon  the  members  thereof  whose  names  by 
inquiry  or  in  some  other  way  become  known  to  them.  Without 
this  statute,  one  imposed  upon  by  a  fictitious  firm  would  have  his 
civil  remedy  for  the  fraud  or  deceit,  and  there  would  generally 
also  be  a  remedy  by  indictment  for  false  pretenses.  So  the  statute 
is  not  only  not  very  beneficial,  but  it  is  also  highly  penal,  and  it 
should  therefore  be  strictly  construed. 

To  violate  this  statute,  the  designation  "and  Company"  or 
**  &  Co."  must  be  used  in  the  transaction  of  some  business.  The 
])urpose  of  the  statute  was  obviously  to  protect  persons  giving 
credit  to  the  fictitious  firm  on  the  faith  of  the  fictitious  designation. 
It  could  have  had  no  other  purpose.  It  was  not  needed  to  protect 
those  who  obtained  credit  from  such  a  firm. 

Although  one  may  be  doing  business  generally  in  violation 
of  this  statute,  a  violation  thereof  may  not  be  predicated 
of  any  transaction  in  which  the  false  designation  is  not  used,  and 
:in  indictment  under  the  statute  cannot  be  based  upon  such  a 
transaction. 

Here  John  S.  Seibold  when  he  signed  this  contract,  and  this 
appellant  when  he  executed  the  bond,  knew  that  these  plaintiffs 
alone  constituted  the  firm.  It  was  so  stated  in  the  bond  and  the 
bond  ran  to  them  in  their  true  names.  This  business  was  in  fact 
consciously  done  with  them  in  their  real  names  and  not  under  any 
false  designation,  and  hence  it  may  be  well  said  that  the  statute 
was  not  even  in  form  violated.  But  no  credit  was  given  to  and  no 
reliance  placed  upon  the  false  designation,  and  in  fact  no  credit 
whatever  was  given  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  object  of  this  bond  was 
to  secure  the  plaintiffs  for  a  credit  given  by  them  to  John  S.  Sei- 
bold.    Besides  here  all  the  parties  to  this  transaction  knew  who 
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the  real  partners  were.  No  one  was  deceived,  and  there  was  no 
possibility  that  any  of  the  parties  to  the  bond  could  be  imposed  on 
or  harmed  by  the  false  designation.  'J'o  indict  and  punish  the 
plaintifte  for  a  crime  in  such  a  case  would  be  most  absurd  and 
would  shock  the  common  sense,  and  the  sense  of  justice  of  every 
right-thinking  person.  This  case  is  not  therefore  within  the  pur- 
pose or  intention  of  the  statute,  and  such  a  transaction  is  not  one 
of  the  miscliiefs  sought  to  be  remedied  by  the  statute.  Therefore 
although  this  transaction  should  be  held  to  be  within  the  letter  of 
the  statute,  it  is  clearly  not  within  the  purpose  and  intention  of 
the  statute,  and  hence  it  is  outside  of  the  statute.  It  is  a  rule 
peculiarly  applicable  to  the  construction  of  penal  statutes,  that  a 
thing  within  the  letter  of  a  statute  is  not  within  the  statute  unless 
within  the  intention  thereof ;  and  so  too  in  the  construction  of 
remedial  statutes,  it  is  generally  held  that  a  thing  within  the  in- 
tention is  within  the  statute  though  not  within  the  letter ;  and 
these  rules  have  many  illustrations  in  the  books.  People  v.  Utica 
Ifis.  Co.,  15  Johns.  358,  380;  Holmes  v.  Carley,  31  N.  Y.  289.  It 
is  said  in  an  old  case,  Eyston  v.  Stti'dd,  2  Plowden,  465,  "  it  is  not 
the  words  of  the  law,  but  the  internal  sense  of  it  that  makes  the 
law,  and  our  law  like  all  others  consists  of  two  parts,  viz.,  of  body 
and  soul ;  the  letter  of  the  law  is  the  body  of  the  law,  and  the 
sense  and  reason  of  the  law  is  the  soul  of  the  law,  quia  ratio  legis 
est  anima  legis," 

Applying  this  rule  therefore  in  the  construction  of  this  statute 
we  are  of  opinion  that  upon  the  facts  appearing  in  this  record,  this 
transaction  was  not  within  the  statute,  and  upon  this  ground  the 
judgments  of  the  Greneral  and  Trial  Terms  should  be  reversed  and 
a  new  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  event. 

Judgment  reversed. 
All  concur,  Rugeb,  C.  J.,  in  result. 
Vol.  XLIX— 68 
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Meykk  v.  Phillips. 

(97  N.  Y.  486.) 

Etuemtni—preseription—fioaUige — iniunctionr—parH$$. 

The  defendant,  claiming  a  prescriptive  right  in  the  public,  proposed  to  float 
logs  down  a  private  stream  running  across  the  plaintiffs  land,  whenever  he 
chose.  The  act  would  do  some  injury  to  the  banks  and  other  lands  of  the 
plaintiff.  In  thirty  years  the  stream  had  been  so  used  by  not  more  than 
twelve  persons,  and  by  not  more  than  three  or  four  in  any  year,  and  for  not 
more  than  from  three  to  six  days  in  any  year.  Held  (1),  that  no  prescription 
was  established;  (2),  that  all  parties  asserting  the  right  might  be  joined  afi 
defendants:  (3),  that  an  action  lay  to  restrain  the  defendants  and  settle  tlie 
plaintiff's  rights. 

ACTION  for 'injunction,  etc.    The  opinion  states  the  case.     The 
defendant  had  judgment  below. 

N,  C,  Moaky  for  appellant. 

A.  H,  Northrup,  for  respondents. 

Earl,  J.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  North-west  Bay  brook  is  in 
its  nature,  under  common-law  i-ules,  a  navigable  stream,  and  that 
lis  such  the  defendants  have  any  rights  therein;  nor  is  it  claimed 
that  they  have  any  private  riglit  to  use  the  stream  by  prescription, 
as  they  and  those  under  whom  they  hold  had  not  used  it  for  any 
])urpose  for  the  time  and  in  the  manner  required  to  gain  a  prescrip- 
tive right.  But  the  claim  is  (and  so  it  was  held  at  the  trial  term) 
tiiat  the  public  had  acquired  a  prescriptive  right  to  use  the  stream 
for  floating  logs,  and  that  these  defendants  therefore,  as  portions 
of  the  public  and  in  the  rights  of  the  public,  had  the  right  to  use 
the  stream  and  its  banks  for  the  purpose  named. 

We  do  not  deem  it  important  now  to  detennine,  and  we  do  nut 
(lo(;ide  whether  or  not  the  public  can  acquire  by  prescription  an 
casement  to  use  any  stream  for  floating  logs  o4*  any  other  purpose. 
The  question  has  been  considered  in  several  cases  in  this  State. 
S/iiiw  V.  Crawford,  10  Johns.  236;  Munson  v.  Hungerford^^  Barb. 
:i»J5;  Curtis  v.  Keesler,  14  id.  511;  CJeineiits  v.  Village  of  West 
Troy,  10  How.  Pr.  199;  Po»t  v.  Pearsall,  22  Wend.  425. 

Even  if  user  could  give  a  i)rescriptivc  right  to  the  public  there 
was  \\{)  snrli  iisci-  lu'ic  as  couM  ,:rivc  such  a  risrht.     1^he  )>ublic  geu- 
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eraily  have  never  used  and  could  never  use  this  stream.  In  the 
whole  thirty  years  covei-ed  by  the  evidence  it  does  not  appear  that 
ii8  many  as  a  dozen  different  pei-soiis  used  the  stream  for  floating 
logs,  and  generally  not  more  than  three  or  four  different  persons 
used  the  stream  in  any  one  year;  and  the  user  did  not  exceed  about 
six  days  in  any  year,  and  some  years  not  more  than  three.  The 
sti-eam  is  less  than  five  miles  long,  two  of  which  are  through  plaint- 
iff's lands.  Such  a  stream,  capable  of  being  used  by  a  vei7  limited 
number  of  persons,  is  not  adapted  to  a  public  use,  and  such  a  use 
HS  existed  here  could  not  confer  a  public  right  which  could  be  en- 
joyed by  the  public  at  large. 

The  cases  above  cited  show  that  there  could  be  no  claim  that  this 
stream  had  been  dedicated  to  the  public  use,  and  indeed  such  a 
rhiim  has  not  been  made. 

It  is  therefore  entirely  clear  that  the  defendants  had  no  right  to 
floait  logs  down  this  stream  through  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  the  facts  of  this  case  did  not  authorize 
equitable  interference  or  sustain  the  jurisdiction  of  an  equity  court 
and  it  is  upon  this  ground  that  the  General  Term  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Term.  The  defendants  threatened  to 
floiit  a  large  number  of  logs  over  the  plaintiff's  lands,  using  tlie 
stream  amd  its  banks  for  that  purpose,  and  they  would  tlius  do 
some  damage  to  the  banks  of  the  stream  and  otlier  lands  of  the 
plaintiff.  They  would  occupy  the  stream  for  sevenil  days.  Not 
only  this,  they  claimed  the  right  to  float  the  logs,  and  asserted  in 
substance  that  they  would  do  so  whenever  they  chose  to.  By  con- 
tinuing to  exercise  the  right  tliey  might  by  lapse  of  time  be  able  to 
prove  and  establish  a  riglit  by  prescription.  They  not  only  claimed 
a  right  for  themselves  but  for  the  i)ublic  -  for  everybody.  That 
in  such  a  case,  upon  such  facts,  a  plaintiff  may  maintain  an  equit- 
able action  to  quiet  his  title  and  settle  his  rights  and  lu-event  the 
threatened  injury  is  abundantly  settled  by  authority.  Ang.  Water- 
i-oursi^s,  §  440;  2  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §  927;  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.,  g 
1351;  Hohman  v.  Boilmg  Spring  BleachiTig  Co,,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  335; 
Campbell  Y.  Seaman,  63  N.  Y.  508;  s.  c,  20  Am.  Rep.  567;  John- 
f(Ofi  V.  City  of  Rochester,  13  Hun,  285;  Swindon  Water-works  Co,  v. 
Wilts.  &  Berks.  Ca)ial  Co.,  L.  R.,  7H.  L.  697;  L..R.,  9  Ch.  App. 
451  ;  Clowes  v.  Staffordshire  Potteries,  8  id.  125, 142  ;  Goldsmid 
V.  Tunhridge  Wells  Improvement  Commissioners,  L.  R.,  1  id. 
349,  354. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


540  NEW  YORK, 


Carpenter  v.  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Companj. 

This  is  not  a  case  where  the  defendants  threatened  only  to  com- 
mit a  single  trespass,  but  they  threatened  to  commit  and  claimed 
the  right  to  repeat  the  trespass  every  year.  Here  a  preventive 
action  was  proper  to  prevent  an  irreparable  injury  within  the 
meaning  of  the  equitable  rule,  and  also  to  avoid  a  multiplicity  of 
suits. 

The  defendants  were  properly  united.  They  claimed  a  common 
right  liostile  to  the  plaintiff.  They  asserted  a  public  right  common 
to  many.  In  such  a  case  all  the  parties  asserting  the  common 
right  may  be  united  as  defendants  in  an  action  by  one  who  seeks 
to  overthrow  the  common  claim  and  establish  his  right  against  all 
claimants.  Varick  v.  Smith,  5  Paige,  137;  DitmnocJc  v.  Bixby^  20 
Pick.  368,  377;  Woodruff  y.  North  Bloomfield,  etc.,  8  Sawyer,  628; 
Hillman  v.  Ncwington,  57  Cal.  56. 

As  the  plaintiff  therefore  when  he  commenced  this  action  had 
tl)c  right  to  maintain  the  same  upon  the  facts  then  existing,  he 
eould  not  be  defeated  because  since  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion the  logs  had  been  floated  down  the  stream.  The  court  having 
jicquired  jurisdiction  should  retain  it  to  administer  complete  jus- 
tice. The  real  importance  of  the  action  still  remains,  to-wit,  the 
defendant's  right.  That  may  be  settled,  and  the  damages  sustained 
by  floating  the  logs  may  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff. 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgments  of  the  Special 
and  General  Terms  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
costs  to  abide  event. 

Judgmetii  reversed. 

All  concur. 


Carpenter  v.  Boston  and  Albany  Railroad  Company. 

(97  N.  Y.  494.) 

Jini/roti4ii<  —  v^glxgenre  —  throwirig  mail^Higs. 

'I'lie  plaintiff,  waiting  on  the  platform  of  defendant's  station  for  a  train,  was 
struck  by  a  mail  bag  thrown  from  the  postal  car  in  the  approaching  train  by 
a  clerk  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States.  It  appeared  that  it  had  lonp 
l>een  tlie  well-known  custom  to  throw  off  the  bags  when  passengers  were  on 
the  platform,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant  took  any  precautioiis 
to  prevent  injury.     Held,  that  a  recovery  was  justifiable.* 

♦  See  Snow  v.  Fitchburyh  Railroad  Company,  ante,  40. 
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ACTION  for  jK?rsoual  iujury  by  negligence.     The  head-note  and 
opinion  show  the  facts.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below 

Charles  L.  Beale  and  Robert  E.  Andrews^  for  appellant. 
John  Cadman,  for  respondent. 

Danforth,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  injured  before  the  actual 
commencement  of  his  journey,  but  he  was  lawfully  on  the  plat- 
form because  he  was  a  passenger,  and  was  approaching  the  train, 
as  the  defendant  concedes,  "in  the  usual  and  ordinary  way,"  to 
enter  the  car  in  which  he  had  purchased  a  right  to  travel.  The 
law  in  such  a  case  is  well  settled.  It  imposes  an  obligation  on  the 
railroad  company  to  take  i*easonable  care  that  a  person  holding  that 
relation  to  it  shall  while  on  its  premises  be  exposed  to  no  unneces- 
sjiry  danger  or  one  of  which  it  is  aware,  and  requires  it  to  provide 
for  him  a  safe  passage  to  the  train.  It  is  obvious  that  was  not  done 
ill  this  case.  The  plaintiff  was  knocked  down,  and  severely  hurt, 
by  a  loaded  mail-bag  thrown  from  the  postal  car  while  the  train 
was  in  motion,  and  the  only  answer  to  his  demand  for  compensation 
is  that  the  missile  was  negligently  thrown  by  the  person  in  charge 
of  the  mail  car,  an  employee  or  servant  of  the  United  States,  and 
not  of  the  company;  that  he  was  an  independent  agent,  and  hence, 
the  defendant  says,  it  is  not  liable  for  his  act.  In  support  of  this 
contention  its  learned  counsel  cites  Notion  v.  Western  R.  Co.,  15 
X.  Y.  444;  Blair  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  66  id.  313;  8.  c,  23  Am.  Rep.  56; 
Penn.  R.  Co.  v.  Price,  96  Penn.  St.  256,  and  Putnam  v.  Broad- 
way,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  55  N.  Y.  113. 

I  am  unable  to  give  to  those  cases  that  consequence.  The  Penn- 
sylvania case  was  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  damages 
for  the  death  of  a  postal  clerk,  caused  by  a  collision.  A  recovery 
was  denied,  but  the  question  turned  solely  upon  the  construction 
of  a  statute  of  that  State.  It  has  no  application  here.  But  if  it 
had,  the  decision  is  directly  opposed  to  that  of  this  court  in  cases 
also  cited  by  the  respondent,  viz. :  NoUon  v.  Western  R.  Co.  and 
Blair  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  supra,  in  each  of  which  a  recovery  was  had 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  owed  a  duty  to  the  person  injured 
(in  one  case  a  postal  clerk  and  in  the  other  an  express  agent),  and 
neglected  to  perform  it.  That  principle  we  think  the  plaintiff 
may  also  successfully  invoke,  and  find  support  in  the  other  case, 
Putnam  v.  Broadway,  etc..  R.  Co.,  supra,  cited  by  the  respondent. 
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It  was  there  held^  in  substance^  that  a  railroad  company  was 
bound  to  exercise  the  utmost  vigilance  not  only  in  guarding  its 
passengers  against  careless  interference  by  others,  but  even  against 
violence,  and  if  in  consequence  of  neglecting  this  duty  he  receives 
injury,  which  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  might  have  been 
reasonably  anticipated,  it  is  liable.  The  defendant  prevailed  in 
that  case  on  the  ground  that  the  mischief  was  one  which  it  had  no 
reason  to  expect,  and  so  was  under  no  obligation  to  guard  against. 
But  if  it  had  been  made  to  appear  that  he  who  made  the  assault 
was  vicious  and  accustomed  under  similar  circumstances  to  do  hurt, 
and  the  defendant  had  been  notified  of  the  fact,  a  duty  would,  as 
the  case  also  holds,  have  been  imposed  upon  it  either  to  remove 
him  from  the  car,  or  inform  its  other  passengers  of  their  danger, 
and  failing  to  do  so,  would  be  responsible  for  such  harm  as  he 
occasioned.  To  the  same  effect  is  Muster  v.  C,  M.  £  St.  P.  Ry, 
Co*  There  the  plaintiff  was  at  work  for  the  defendant  at  its 
depot,  standing  on  a  scaffold  erected  by  it;  the  defendant's  train, 
of  which  a  mail  car  formed  part,  ran  past,  and  a  mail-bag  thrown 
from  it  by  a  postal  agent  struck  the  leg  of  the  scaffold  with  such 
force  that  it  fell  and  the  plaintiff  was  injured.  He  failed  in  his 
action.  Upon  api>eal,  the  court,  in  answer  to  the  claim  that  the 
defendant  was  negligent  in  not  informing  the  plaintiff  of  his  peril, 
said :  *  *  All  the  evidence  on  that  subject  is  to  the  effect  that  the 
mail-bag  was  usually  discharged  near  the  mail  catcher,  which  was 
two  hundred  feet  west  of  the  depot,  and  there  is  no  testimony 
whatever  that  it  had  ever  before  been  thrown  off  at  the  depot, 
adding:  **  The  company  is  not  chargeable  with  notice  that  it  was 
likely  to  be  thrown  off  at  the  depot,  and  hence  was  not  required  to 
guard,  by  notice  or  otherwise,  against  an  accident  to  the  plaintiff 
resulting  from  its  being  thrown  off  there  on  the  occasion  in  ques- 
tion." In  such  cases  no  doubt  scienter  is  the  gist  of  the  action, 
find  in  those  cited  it  was  lacking.  In  the  one  before  us  it  was 
clearly  established.  The  defendant  constructed  the  postal  car  and 
owned  it.  It  was  occupied  under  defendant's  permission  for  a  cer- 
tain use,  and  it  may  be  conceded  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
nature  of  that  use  to  require  the  defendant  to  expect  that  the  con- 
tents of  the  car  would  be  violently  cast  upon  the  platform  while 
the  train  was  in  motion,  and  before  the  passengers  thereon  could 
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reach  the  cars.  Had  this  accident  therefore  happened  on  the  first 
passage  of  the  car,  the  defendant  might  be  excused^  as  in  the  case 
cited,  on  the  ground  that  the  mere  act  of  the  postal  clerk  in  throw- 
ing off  the  mail-bag  at  that  place,  without  the  previous  knowledge 
of  the  defendant  of  his  intention  to  do  so,  was  not  negligence  on 
its  part. 

But  the  fact  is  quite  otherwise.  The  practice  which  led  to  the 
accident  was  a  familiar  and  usual  one.  It  was  proven  by  uncon- 
tradicted evidence  that  this  method  of  discharging  mail-bags  from 
the  postal  car,  upon  tlie  platform  provided  for  passengers,  and 
while  they  were  upon  it  and  exposed  to  injury,  had  prevailed  for  a 
long  time,  under  circumstances  from  which  notice  to  the  defendant 
might  be  fairly  implied,  and  with  the  actual  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendant's agents  in  whose  presence  the  act  was  frequently  if  not 
da-ily  performed,  and  so  far  as  appears  without  the  slightest  objec- 
tion on  their  part.  They  were  therefore  chargeable  with  notice 
that  the  mail-bag  was  likely  to  be  thrown  off  in  the  same  manner 
and  under  the  same  circumstances  at  any  arrival  of  a  postal  car. 
By  this  knowledge  the  defendant  was  brought  fairly  within  the 
rule  which  enjoins  care  not  only  on  the  part  of  itself  and  its  ser- 
f  vants,  but  also  like  care  in  preventing  injury  from  the  careless  or 

\  wrongful  act  of  any  other  person  whom  it  permits  to  come  upon 

'  its  premises. 

'  The  occupants  of  the  postal  car  are  no  exception  to  this  rule; 

[  they  were  not  strangers  or  uninvited.     They  came  under  a  contract 

[  voluntarily  made  by  the  defendant  and  which  secured  the  carriiige 

and  delivery  of  the  mails  upon  such  conditions  as  it  imposed  or 
acceded  to.  Its  police  power  extended  over  the  persons  employed 
in  it  while  they  were  on  the  defendant's  track  or  at  its  stations, 
certainly  not  to  interrupt  them  in  the  discharge  of  their  official 
duties,  but  so  far  as  practicable  to  prevent  injury  to  those  for  whose 
safety  it  was  bound  to  provide.  So  it  was  held  in  Steioari  v. 
Brooklyn  and  Cross  Town,  E.,  90  N.  Y.  588;  s.  c,  43  Am.  Rep. 
185,  applying  the  rule  to  violence  committed  by  strangers  and  co- 
passengers,  in  Flint  v.  Norwich  £  N.  T.  Trans.  Co.,  34  Conn. 
554,  to  violence  from  whatever  source  arising,  and  this  although 
the  aggressors  were  soldiers  received  upon  the  boat  on  compulsion. 
The  doctrine  of  that  case  is  approved  and  its  reasoning  followed  in 
the  case  of  Putnam,  supra. 
Nor  was  it  necessarv  in  order  to  charge  the  defendant  with  the 
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duty  of  care  and  vigilajice  that  on  some  former  occasion  a  like  in- 
jury had  happened.  The  act  was  itself  dangerous.  There  was, 
under  the  circumstancs  of  which  the  defendant  had  notice,  a 
natural  and  probable  connection  between  the  act  of  throwing  out  a 
mail-bag  with  its  contents  and  the  injury  which  actually  happened. 
It  could  have  been  foreseen,  and  the  defendant  owed  a  duty 
to  those  who  might  probably  be  on  the  platform,  either  to  prohibit 
the  practice  which  made  the  place  dangerous,  or  exclude  the  passen- 
ger until  train  time,  or  provide  some  other  way  for  ingress  to  the 
cars,  or  at  least  give  notice  to  him  that  he  must  take  care  and 
avoid  the  danger  or  in  some  other  way  use  reasonable  caution 
to  prevent  damage  from  the  danger  of  which  it  knew  or  ought  to 
liave  known.  Whether  such  reasonable  care  was  taken  by  notice, 
guarding  the  way  or  otherwise,  must  be  determined  as  a  matter  of 
fact.  So  far  as  the  case  now  discloses,  the  defendant  failed  to  do 
either  of  these  things.  It  seems  to  me  therefore  that  the  plaintifPs 
evidence  tended  to  establish  every  proposition  which  as  set  forth  in 
his  complaint  constituted  a  fair  cause  of  action  •  damages  occasioned 
by  the  omission  of  duty  which  the  defendant  owed  to  him,  and 
that  he  was  not  himself  in  default.  These  were  questions  for  the 
jury  and  should  have  been  submitted  to  them.  The  plaintiff  was 
therefore  improperly  nonsuited. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Special  and  General  Terms 
should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

Judgfnenia  reversed. 

All  concur,  except  Rapallo  and  Finch,  JJ.,  dissenting. 


Ferguson  v.  Hubbell. 

(97  N.  Y.607.) 
M(uite/r  and  servant  —  mntractor  —  evidence  —  expert  —  Ume  to  bum  fallow. 

The  owner  of  land  is  not  liable  for  injury  by  commanication  of  a  fire  neglU 
gently  set  on  liis  land  by  one  contracting  to  clear  the  land.* 

The  proper  time  to  bum  a  fallow  is  not  a  question  of  expert  evidence.  {Sb0 
note,  p.  554.) 

'*  So<'  Hnrnxon  v.  Col/intt  (86  Ft-nn.  St.  15H),  37  Am.  Rep.  69d. 
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ACTION  of  damages  by  negligence  in  setting  fire  to  wood.    The 
opinion  states  the  facts.    The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

JV.  P,  Himnan,  for  appellant. 

S.  Brown,  for  respondent. 

Eabl,  J.  On  the  17th  day  of  May,  1880,  and  for  a  long  time 
phor  thereto,  the  plaintiff  owned  a  certain  lot  of  land  numbered 
104  in  the  county  of  Warren  in  this  State,  and  the  defendant  owned 
lot  116  situated  north  of  104,  and  lot  105  situated  west  of  104.  The 
defendant  had  leased  lot  105  to  Charles  Hammond  to  work  upon 
shares,  under  an  agreement  by  which  each  party  was  to  furnish  half 
the  seed  and  have  half  the  crops,  and  the  defendant  was  to  pay 
Hammond  $10  per  acre  for  clearing  so  much  of  the  lot  as  he  should 
choose  to  clear.  On  Thursday,  the  13th  day  of  May,  Hammond, 
for  the  purpose  of  clearing  up  a  portion  of  his  lot,  set  fire  to  some 
wood  and  brush  thereon.  That  fire  burned  moderately  and 
smouldered  Friday,  Saturday,  Sunday  and  until  Monday,  whon  the 
wind  began  to  blow  and  the  fire  started  up  and  passed  out  of  that 
lot  upon  lots  116  and  104.  On  Monday,  the  17th,  in  the  forenoon, 
the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  up  a  portion  of  lot  116, 
set  a  fire  upon  that  lot,  and  either  at  the  time  he  set  the  fire  or 
shortly  after,  the  wind  began  to  blow  a  sharp  gale.  One  or  both 
of  the  fires  thus  set  upon  these  two  lots  passed  upon  lot  104  and  set 
fire  to  and  burned  down  a  house  and  barn  upon  that  lot  belonging 
to  the  plaintiff;  and  this  action  was  brought  by  him  to  recover  his 
damages  thus  sustained. 

Upon  the  trial  it  was  a  disputed  question  whether  the  fire  which 
burned  the  buildings  came  from  that  set  upon  lot  105  by  Ham- 
mond, or  from  that  set  upon  lot  116  by  the  defendant;  and 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  that  if  it  came  from  either  of 
those  lots,  the  defendant  was  liable.  But  the  defendant  claimed 
tliat  he  was  not  liable  for  any  damage  done  by  the  fire  set  by 
Hammond.  The  trial  judge  decided,  and  so  instructed  the  jury, 
that  in  clearing  upon  lot  105  Hammond  was  an  independent  con- 
tractor and  not  a  servant  or  employee  of  the  defendant,  and  hence 
That  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  his  negligence;  and  he  charged 
the  jury  that  if  they  found  that  the  plaintiff's  buildings  were 
burned  by  the  fire  set  by  Hammond,  they  should  render  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant. 
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We  think  the  court  was  right  in  holding  as  matter  of  law  that 
the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  negligence  or  wrong  of  Ham- 
mond. Hammond  was  engaged  in  clearing  upon  lot  105  under  a 
contract  with  the  defendant  to  clear  by  the  acre.  He  could  per- 
form his  contract  by  carting  the  wood  and  brush  away  from  the 
lot,  or  by  burning  it  upon  the  lot.  The  defendant  had  no  right  to 
interfere  in  the  work.  Hammond  was  to  employ  his  own  help,  and 
he  could  control  and  direct  them,  and  choose  his  own  time,  and 
the  defendant  had  no  right  to  direct  or  control  him  in  the  manner 
in  which  he  should  do  the  work.  He  was  therefore  in  no  sense  the 
servant  of  the  defendant  so  that  the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior 
could  apply.  The  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  results  of  his 
labor,  and  could  enjoy  its  fruits,  but  he  could  not  direct  the  manner 
in  which  it  should  be  performed.  McCafferty  v.  S,  D,  <&  P,  M,  R, 
Co,,  61  N.  Y.  178;  b*.  c,  19  Am.  Rep.  267.  The  case  cited  is  a 
precise  and  sufficient  authority.  If  instead  of  clearing  off  the  wood 
and  brush  ujwn  the  lot,  the  contract  had  been  to  blast  and  remove 
rock,  and  if  in  bhisting  the  rock  portions  of  it  had  been  thrown 
upon  neighboring  lands  and  there  done  damage, the  defendant,  under 
the  case  cited,  would  not  have  been  liable;  and  there  certainly  can 
be  no  difference  in  principle,  Jis  bearing  upon  the  question  now 
under  consideration,  between  a  contract  to  clear  off  wood  and 
brush  and  one  to  blast  and  remove  rock.  This  Avas  not  a  contract 
with  Hammond  to  produce  a  nuisance  or  to  do  an  act  upon  defend- 
ant's land  which  was  necessarily  dangerous.  It  was  a  contract  to 
do  a  lawful  thing,  which  if  done  in  a  proper  manner  would  be 
reasonably  safe  to  the  owners  of  adjoining  property. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  fire 
which  destroyed  the  buildings  came  from  lot  105  or  from  lot  116, 
and  they  were  also  permitted  to  determine,  if  it  came  from  lot  116. 
whether  it  was  set  at  a  proper  time  and  managed  in  a  proper 
manner.  They  found  generally  for  the  defendant,  and  it  is  im- 
possible to  know  whether  they  based  their  verdict  upon  the  ground 
that  the  fire  was  set  upon  lot  105,  or  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  set  at  a  proper  time,  and  managed  in  a  careful  manner 
upon  lot  116.  And  it  is  therefore  necessary  to  inquire  whether 
error  was  committed  in  the  rulings  to  which  we  will  now  call 
attention. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  fire  was  set  ujwn 
lot  116  by  the  defendant  at  a  time  when  the  land  was  very  dry,  and 
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when  the  wind  was  blowing  a  strong  gale  in  the  direction  of  the 
plaintifiTs  lot.     The  defendant's  witnesses  gave  evidence  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  land,  the  state  of  the  weather  and  of  the  wind  and 
various  other  circumstances  surrounding  the  fire..    As  a  witness  in 
his  own  behalf  he  testified  that  he  was  a  fiirnier,  and  that  he  liad 
cleared  and  seen  others  clear  land,  and  then  he  was  jisked  this  ques- 
tion: "  What  do  you  say  as  to  whether  or  not  as  to  that  time  the 
fires  were  set  there  at  that  place  it  was  a  proper  time  in  your  judg- 
ment for  burning  log  heaps  on  a  fallow  that  had  been  burned  over?" 
The  question  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  calling 
for  a  conclusion  of  the  witness  on  a  subject  not  proper  to  give  an 
opinion;  that  the  witness  could  only  state  facts  and  the  juiy  must 
draw  the  conclusions.     The  trial  judge  remarked  that  the  evidence 
would  be  received  upon  the  principle  that  the  witness  was  shown 
to  have  superior  knowledge  upon  that  subject.     The  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted to  the  ruling  and  the  witness  answered,  '*  I  thought  it  was." 
Another  witness,  who  was  shown  to  have  had  experience  in  clear- 
ing land,  was  asked  this  question:  "  How  was  it  at  that  time  as  to 
being  dry  enough  for  a  proper  time  to  bum  a  fallow?"  which  was 
objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  jis  calling  for  a  conclusion. 
The  objection  was  overruled  and  the  witness  answered,  **  It  was 
dry  enough."     Another  witness  who  was  also  shown  to  have  had 
experience  in  clearing  land  was  asked  this  question:    *'  What  do 
yon  say  as  to  whether  it  was  a  proper  time  or  not  to  burn  a  fallow?" 
to  which  there  was  the  same  objection  and  ruling,  and  he  answered, 
"I  should  say  it  was  a  proper  time  to  burn  it  and  advised  him  that 
^ay  that  day." 

We  think  there  was  some  evidence  from  which  a  jury  could  have 
^ound  that  the  fire  which  destroyed  plaintiff's  buildings  came  from 
•ot  116,  and  the  jury  may  have  found  from  the  answers  to  these 
qnestions  that  the  fire  was  set  at  a  proper  time  and  thus  may  have 
been  influenced  to  find  their  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  questions  ob- 
jected to  were  improper,  and  that  the  subject  of  the  inquiry  was 
not  one  proper  for  expert  evidence.  The  questions  related  to  a 
vital  point  in  the  case.  The  principal  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  was  that  in  consequence  of  the  wind  and  the  dryness  of 
the  ground  and  the  wood,  brush  and  timber,  it  was  an  improper 
iime  to  set  fire;  and  whether  it  was  or  not  was  the  main  question 
to  be  determined  by  the  jury  if  they  reached  the  conclusion  that 
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the  fire  came  from  lot  116.  These  witnesses  were  therefore  asked 
their  opinions  upon  a  controlling  issue  which  was  to  be  determined 
by  the  jury.  In  answering  the  questions  they  did  not  testify  to 
facts,  and  they  did  not  tell  what  they  knew  as  matter  of  knowledge. 
They  simply  expressed  opinions  which  were  based  upon  the  facts 
as  they  existed.  The  general  rule  of  law  is  that  witnesses  must 
state  facts  within  their  knowledge,  and  not  give  their  opinions  or 
their  inferences.  To  this  rule  there  are  some  exceptions  among  which 
is  expert  evidence.  Witnesses  who  are  skilled  in  any  science,  art, 
trade  or  occupation,  may  not  only  testify  to  facts,  but  are  some- 
times permitted  to  give  their  opinions  as  experts.  This  is  per- 
mitted because  such  witnesses  are  supposed  from  their  experience 
and  study  to  have  peculiar  knowledge  upon  the  subject  of  inquiry 
which  jurors  generally  have  not,  and  are  thus  supposed  to  be  more 
capable  of  drawing  conclusions  from  facts  and  to  base  opinions  upon 
them,  than  jurors  generally  are  presumed  to  be.  Opinions  are  also 
allowed  in  some  cases  where  from  the  nature  of  the  matter  under 
investigation  the  facts  cannot  be  adequately  placed  before  the  jury 
80  as  to  impress  their  minds  as  they  impress  the  minds  of  a  com- 
petent, skilled  observer,  and  where  the  facts  cannot  be  stated  or 
described  in  such  language  as  will  enable  persons  not  eye  witnesses 
to  form  an  accurate  judgment  in  regard  to  them,  and  no  better 
evidence  than  such  opinions  is  attainable.  But  the  opinions  of 
experts  cannot  be  received  where  the  inquiry  is  into  a  subject  the 
nature  of  which  is  not  such  as  to  require  any  peculiar  habits  or 
study  in  order  to  qualify  a  man  to  understand  it 

It  is  not  sufiicient  to  warrant  the  introduction  of  expert  evidence 
that  the  witness  may  know  more  of  the  subject  of  inquiry,  and  may 
better  comprehend  and  appreciate  it  than  the  jury;  but  to  warrant 
its  introduction,  the  subject  of  the  inquiry  must  be  one  relating  to 
some  trade,  profession,  science  or  art  in  which  persons  instructed 
therein  by  study  or  experience  may  be  supposed  to  have  more  skill 
and  knowledge  than  jurors  of  average  intelligence  may  be  pre- 
sumed generally  to  have.  The  jurors  may  have  less  skill  and  ex- 
l>erience  than  the  witnesses  and  yet  have  enough  to  draw  their  o'wn 
conclusions  and  do  justice  between  the  parties.  Where  the  facts 
can  be  placed  before  a  jury,  and  they  are  of  such  a  nature  that 
jurors  generally  are  just  as  competent  to  form  opinions  in  reference 
to  them  and  draw  inferences  from  them  as  witnesses,  then  there  is 
no  tx;casion  to  resort  to  expert  or  opinion  evidence.     To  require 
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the  exclusion  of  such  evidence,  it  is  not  needed  that  the  jurors 
should  be  able  to  see  the  facts  as  they  appear  to  eye-witnesses  or  to 
be  as  capable  to  draw  conclusions  from  them  as  some  witnesses 
might  be,  but  it  is  sufficient  that  the  facts  can  be  presented  in  such 
ii  manner  that  jurors  of  ordinary  intelligence  and  experience  in  the 
affairs  of  life  can  appreciate  them,  can  base  intelligent  judgments 
upon  them,  and  comprehend  them  sufficiently  for  the  ordinary  ad- 
ministration of  justica 

The  rules  admitting  the  opinions  of  experts  should  not  be  unnec- 
essarily extended.    Experience  has  shown  that  it  is  much  safer  to 
confine  the  testimony  of  witnesses  to  facts  in  all  cases  where  that  is 
practicable  and  leave  the  jury  to  exercise  their  judgment  and  ex- 
perience upon  the  facts  proved.     Where  witnesses  testify  to  facts 
they  may  be  specifically  contradicted,  and  if  they  testify  falsely, 
they  are  liable  to  punishment  for  perjury.     But  they  may  give  false 
opinions  without  the  fear  of  punishment.  It  is  generally  safer  to  take 
the  judgments  of  unskilled  jurors  than  the  opinions  of  hired  and 
generally  biased  experts.     A  long  time  ago  in  Traci/  Peerage,  10 
01  &  Pill.  154^  191^  Lord  Campbell  said,  that  skilled  witnesses 
Game  with  such  a  bias  on  their  minds  to  support  the  cause  in  which 
fiey  are  embarked,  that  hardly  any  weight  should  be  given  to  their 
®»^idence.     Without  indorsing  this  strong  language  which  is  how- 
6ver  countenanced  by  the  utterances  of  other  judges  and  of  some 
^t  ^«rri^rg^  and  believing  that  opinion  evidence  is  in  many  cases 
/^olu-tely  essential  in  the  administration  of  justice,  yet  we  think 
s*xonl<i  not  be  much  encouraged  and  should  be  received  only  in 
!^^^  ^f  necessity.     Better  results  will  generally  be  reached  by  tak- 
^^  *ho  impartial,  unbiased  judgments  of  twelve  jurors  of  common 
7®^    sixxd  common  experience  than  can  be  obtained  by  taking  the 
^.'^^^^s  of  experts,  if  not  generally  hired,  at  least  friendly,  whose 
*  ^^^^=^s  cannot  fail  generally  to  be  warped  by  a  desire  to  promote 
oa.iis^  in  which  they  are  enlisted. 

^^^^^^  a  careful  examination  of  many  cases  in  this  and  other  States, 
^^^  Satisfied  that  the  questions  objected  to  in  this  case  should 
^^e  be^^  excluded. 


I^  I^^ 


tiou 


"^oser  v.  Tupper,  29  Vt.  409,  in  an  action  like  this,  a  ques- 


^^tirely  similar  to  this,  was  held  to  be  inadmissible.     That  the 
th*^^^^^^*'  ^^^^®^  ^^  prove  by  farmers  who  were  acquainted  witii 
\     -:i^       ^^S  ^^  ^^^^  ^y  burning  the  same,  and  who  were  upon  the 
^'^o  day  the  fires  were  set,  and  who  described  to  the  jury,  jis 
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well  as  they  could,  the  position  of  the  fire  and  the  force  and  direc- 
tion of  the  wind,  that  in  their  opinions  it  was  a  suitable  and  proper 
and  safe  day  for  setting  the  piles  on  fire  witli  reference  to  the  posi- 
tion of  the  piles  in  respect  to  the  plaintiff's  coal,  and  the  force  and 
<lirection  of  the  wind.  To  this  evidence  the  plaintiff  objected,  and 
it  was  excluded  by  tho  court,  and  to  its  exclusion  the  defendant 
excepted,  and  it  was  held  that  the  ruling  was  proper.  In  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  it  is  said  :  *' There  could  be  no  difficulty  in  this 
case  in  the  witnesses  stating  to  the  jury  the  position  of  the  fires 
which  were  set  by  the  defendant,  their  number  and  magnitude,  the 
direction  and  course  of  the  wind,  the  position,  distance  and  char- 
jicter  of  plaintiff's  property  and  its  exposure  to  injury  from  that 
source.  The  jurors,  upon  the  question  whether  the  defendant  ex- 
ercised proper  care,  could  form  as  definite  an  opinion,  from  the  facts 
stated  by  the  witnesses,  as  the  witnesses  themselves.  The  subject- 
matter  is  not  one  of  science  or  skill,  but  is  susceptible  of  direct 
j)roof,  and  in  most  cases  the  triers  themselves  are  qualified  from 
experience  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  duly  to  appreciate  the 
material  facts  when  found.  If  there  is  any  materiality  attached  to  the 
force  of  the  wind  on  that  day,  we  do  not  see  any  difficulty  in  convey- 
ing a  true  idea  of  it  sufficient  at  least  for  all  practical  puriK)8es." 
In  Higgins  v.  Detoey,.  107  Mass.  494 ,  s.  c,  9  Am.  Rep.  63,  the 
action  was  also  like  this,  and  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  by  a 
surveyor  and  civil  engineer  of  many  years'  experience  in  clearing 
land  by  fire,  who  had  observed  the  effects  of  wind  on  fires  in  dif- 
ferent localities,  and  had  been  upon  the  land  where  the  defendant 
sot  his  fire  and  made  a  plan  of  it  and  was  acquainted  with  the  sur- 
rounding country,  that  there  was  no  probability  that  a  fire  set  under 
the  circumstances  in  the  case  as  described  by  the  witnesses  would 
be  communicated  to  the  plaintiff's  land  ;  but  the  judge  excluded 
tho  evidence,  and  his  ruling  was  held  to  be  proper  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  offered  related  to  a  subject  within  the  common 
knowlodgt?  of  the  jury.  In  L^ice  v.  Dorchester  Mutual  Fire  Ins.Co.y 
105  Mass.  297  ;  s.  c,  7  Am.  Rep.  522,  the  action  was  to  recover 
for  a  loss  on  a  policy  of  insurance  against  fire  upon  a  dwelling- 
house  which  the  plaintiff  had  left  unoccupied  at  the  time  of  the 
loss  and  for  some  time  before  ;  and  the  opinions  of  witnesses,  that 
heaving  a  dwelling-house  unoccupied  for  a  considerable  length 
of  time  increased  its  liability  to  be  destroyed  or  injured  by 
fire,  were  held  to  be  inadmissible,  on  the  ground  that  the  aubjivt 
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vras    ^w^ithin  common  knowledge.    In  Sowers  v.  Dukes,  8  Minn.  23, 
the     ^b43tion  was  to  recover  for  a  breach  of  contract  in  neglecting  to 
builci      and  keep  in  repair  a  fence  around  a  certain  field,  whereby 
plair^fcifTs  crops  were  injured.     Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff,  a  wit- 
ness   i  x^  his  own  behalf,  was  asked  this  question:  **  Was  the  fence  a 
IJrojx^x-  fence  to  turn  stock,  and  could  they  easily  put  their  heads 
tliroxi^h  between   the  fence  and    rider?"      This  question    was 
<>bjc3C3t:c»d  to  on  the  ground  that  the  jurors  were  the  proper  judges 
^w  to    ^^vhether  the  fence  was  sufficient  after  it  had  been  described. 
I'ho         objection   was  overruled    and   the    witness   was    permitted 
/^^i^T~M.^-yireT;  and  the  question  was  held  to  be  incompetent,  and  the 
y//ci  ^-rxxent  was  reversed  for  that  reason.  It  was  held  that  the  witness 
^^'^^^■-i^lcl.  have  stated  the  facts;  that  the  jury  should  have  based  their 
J'^^-^S'J^cnts  uj>on  the  facts,  and  that  it  was  not  a  proper  subject  for 
^>piirfci<:>ii  evidence.     In  Enright  v.  *S.  F.  ti  S,  J,  R.  Co.,  33  Cal. 
-"^^-^     i  i:fc  a  suit  against  the  defendant  for  injury  to  plaintiff's  cattle 
^•^x^so-cl    by  an   insufficient  fence,  it  was  held   that  the   evidence 
^^^J'xxiers  that  the  fence  was  sufficient  to  turn  cattle  was  improper. 
^^     ^^  d^Iln  v.  Cily  of  Otiumtuay  35  Iowa,  109,  the  defendant  was  sued 
**     i  *i  juries  to  the  plaintiff  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  in  eon- 
-^<^''<^rxo:r:fcoe  of  the  bad  condition  of  the  street  which  caused  him  to 
**^^  ^  ^^*  x-c3wn  from  a  wagon  loaded  with  hay ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
*4*ixii<:>^^  of  a  farmer,  that  a  wagon  loaded  in  the  manner  in  which 
.  ^     ^^^^<j  was  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  riding  was  not  safe  for 
^^^S"    upon  over  ordinary  roads,  was  inadmissible.     In  Concord  R. 
'        ^^^^"^ely,    23   N.    H.    237,    in  a  proceeding   to  assess  damages 

-  **■    ^f  ight  of  way  for  a  railroad,  it  was  held  that  the  opinion  of  a 
*^^^^^f    as  to  the  effect  upon  a  farm  of  a  railroad  passing  through 

-  '*^^      inadmissible.    In  Paige  v.  Hazard,  5  Hill,  603,  in  an  action 
-         ^^^^gligence  in  injuring  and  sinking  a  canal  boat,  the  plaintiff, 

J  J'5*      I> roving  the  cause  of  action  as  alleged,  called  a  witness  who 

^  "^>ci  that  he  was  a  boatman  and  knew  the  boat  in  question  pre- 

^      tr-o  her  being  injured,  that  he  had  liaised  sunken  boats  and 

^^^     them  to  be  repaired,  and  he  was  then  asked  the  following 

*^^^^^n:  **From  the  description  of  the  situation  of  the  boat  as 

"^^         *^        by   the   witnesses,   what   would   the   damage  be? "   and    it 

*     "  -T^^^^^  improper  and  that  the  witness'  answer  was  inadmissible. 

,  ^<^ll  V.  Barton,  40  Barb.  137,  the  action  was  brought  to  recover 

^S^8  caused  by  fire  communicated  by  a  steam  dredge,  and  it 

■^^Id  that  a  question  put  to  jv  witness  who  had  had  experience, 
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as  to  whether  he  considered  it  dangerous  to  use  a  steam  dredge 
without  a  spark-catcher,  was  properly  overruled,  it  not  being  a 
question  of  science  or  skill,  and  not  falling  within  the  rule  relating  to 
evidence  by  experts. '  In  McGregor  v.  Brotan,  10  N.  Y.  114,  the  action 
was  by  a  landlord  against  his  tenant  for  waste;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  opinions  of  witnesses,  that  the  acts  complained  of  were  not  in- 
jurious to  the  inheritance,  and  therefore  not  waste,  were  inadmissible. 

In  all  these  cases  it  was  held  that  the  witnesses  should  be  con- 
fined to  a  statement  of  the  facts,  and  that  it  was  the  province  of 
the  jury  to  draw  inferences  and  form  judgments.  In  most  of  them 
it  was  as  probable  as  it  was  here  that  some  of  the  jurors  might  not 
know  as  much  about  the  subject  of  inquiry  and  not  be  as  capable 
of  forming  opinions  or  drawing  inferences  from  the  facts  as  the 
witnesses  ;  and  yet  it  was  held,  as  the  subjects  of  inquiry  were  of  such 
a  nature  that  jurors  generally  might  be  presumed  to  have  sufiScient 
knowledge  of  them  to  enable  them  to  discharge  their  duty  when  the 
facts  were  placed  before  them,  that  it  was  safer  to  rely  upon  them  than 
upon  the  opinions  of  witnesses  however  expert  they  might  be. 
Here  the  subject  of  inquiry  related  to  the  common  elements  of  fire 
and  wind  and  dry  wood  and  brush  and  timber  with  which  every 
man  has  some  acquaintance ;  and  whether  under  all  the  circum- 
stances it  was  a  safe,  prudent  or  proper  act  to  set  a  fire,  a  jury  with 
the  common  experience  which  if  not  all  men,  most  men  have, 
would  be  suflSciently  competent  to  form  an  opinion.  This  is  not 
a  case  where  it  was  impossible  to  place  the  facts  before  the  jury. 
The  character  of  the  wind,  the  condition  of  the  soil  as  to  being 
dry  or  not,  the  character  of  the  brush  and  timber,  the  nature  of 
the  ground,  the  distance,  exposure,  every  thing,  could  be  proved 
so  that  the  jury  would  have  substantially  as  correct  knowledge  in 
reference  to  it  as  the  witnesses ;  if  not  as  correct,  they  could  ac- 
quire knowledge  suflBciently  correct  to  enable  them  to  discharge 
their  duty  as  jurors. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  numerous  cases  cited  in  reference 
to  this  evidence  in  the  brief  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  none  of  them  sustain  its  admission.  They  show  that 
farmers  may  be  permitted  to  give  their  opinion  of  the  value  of  farms, 
and  farm  stock,  and  produce ;  that  witnesses  may  give  their  opin- 
ions on  questions  of  identity,  or  whether  a  person  is  under  the  in- 
fluence of  liquor,  and  as  to  many  other  matters.  There  is  a  broad 
range  for  expert  evidence,  but  none  of  the  authorities  go  far  enouorh 
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to  hold  that  this  evidence  is  within  the  proper  range.  The  question 
of  expert  evidence  was  not  involved  in  the  case  of  Hays  v.  Miller, 
6  Hun,  320,  and  70  N.  Y.  112.  The  action  in  that  case  was  brought 
to  recover  damages  caused  by  fire  to  the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs  in- 
testate, through  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  defendant ;  and  the 
referee,  instead  of  passing  upon  the  question  of  negligence  directly 
as  one  of  fact,  made  special  findings  of  the  circumstances,  and  from 
those  found  negligence  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  he  ordered  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  question  under  consideration 
upon  the  appeal  was  whether  the  inference  of  law  was  justified  by 
the  facts  found.  The  appellant  claimed  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
this  court  to  review  the  conclusion  of  the  referee,  and  decide,  as 
matter  of  law,  whether  the  facts  and  circumstances  found  by  him 
established  that  the  burning  upon  the  defendant's  land  was  con- 
ducted in  an  improper  and  negligent  manner,  or  at  an  improper 
time  and  season,  or  whether  it  was  conducted  in  a  proper  manner 
and  at  a  proper  time  ;  and  we  held  that  this  court  was  not  com- 
petent to  draw  the  conclusions  and  inferences  from  the  facts  ;  that 
that  was  a  matter  for  the  referee,  and  that  we  were  concluded  by 
the  inferences  and  conclusions  drawn  from  the  facts  by  him  ;  and 
in  discussing  that  question  some  language  was  used  by  the  judge 
writing  the  opinion  in  this  court,  which,  it  is  claimed,  favors  the 
contention  of  the  respondent  here  that  these  questions  were  proper 
to  elicit  expert  evidence.  But  as  we  have  seen,  the  learned  judge 
writing  the  opinion  did  not  have  in  mind  the  subject  of  expert 
evidence,  and  was  simply  discussing  the  competency  and  power  of 
this  court  to  draw  inferences  from  facts  and  circumstances  found 
by  the  referee  ;  and  it  was  held,  as  we  always  hold  in  such  cases, 
that  the  inferences  are  for  the  triers  of  facts. 

We  are  therefore  constrained  to  reverse  this  judgment  and  grant 
a  new  trial,  as  we  think  an  impoi*tant  rule  of  evidence  was  violated. 
{To  uphold  the  propriety  of  these  questions  would  carry  the  rule  of 
expert  evidence  further  than  it  has  ever  been  carried  in  this  State, 
and  would  be  an  unwarranted  invasion  of  the  rule  which  confines 
nitnesses  to  facts,  and  excludes  their  opinions.  It  is  important  to 
maintain  the  rule  in  its  integrity,  and  to  permit  as  few  invasions 
of  it  as  the  proper  administration  of  justice  will  allow. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs 
to  abide  event.  Judgment  reversed. 

All  concur  except  Miller,  J.,  dissenting. 
Vol.  XLIX  — 70 
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JS^OTE  BY  THE  REPORTER. —  Expert  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that 
actual  danger  from  fire  to  certain  premises  has  been  increased  by  the  erection 
of  adjacent  buildings:  no  person  can  be  deemed  an  expert  as  to  a  matter  of 
common  experience  and  observation.  Pranldin  Fire  Ins.  Go.  v.  OruveTj  100 
Penn.  St.  266. 

Upon  the  question  whether  it  was  a  material  change  of  risk  for  insured 
property  to  become  vacant  during  the  existence  of  the  policy,  the  testimony  of 
experts,  as  a  matter  of  opinion,  is  inadmissible.  Kirby  v.  Phanix  Trumrarwe 
Oompani/,  9  Lea,  142. 

Whether  a  piece  of  paper  had  the  appearance  of  wadding  shot  from  a  gun, 
Jieldt  not  a  subject  for  expert  testimony.  People  v.  Manke,  78  N.  Y.  611.  The 
court  said  it  was  a  "  border  case." 

Wliether  a  railroad  cattle-guard  was  necessary  at  a  particular  point,  held,  not 
a  subject  for  expert  testimony.     Arnstein  v.  Gardner,  134  Mass.  4. 

But  otherwise  as  to  whether  a  certain  platform  was  a  proper  place  for  a  boy 
thirteen  years  old  to  drive  two  horses.     James  v.  Johnson,  12  Bradw.  286. 

Expert  opinion  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  a  sidewalk  is  incompetent.  Benedict 
V.  City  of  Fond  du  Lor,  45  Wis.  495. 

The  opinion  of  experts  as  to  whether  it  is  feasible  to  use  a  ladder-hole  in  a 
mine  with  a  railing  around  it,  is  incompetent.  Mayhew  v.  Sf^Uivan  Mining 
Co.,  76  Me.  100;  citing  State  v.  Watson,  65  id.  74. 

In  the  latter  case,  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictlbent  for  arson  of  farm  buildingn. 
where  it  was  a  material  question  whether  fire  was  communicated  from  one 
building  to  another;  /leld,  that  the  opinion  of  an  experienced  city  fireman  upon 
the  question  whether  under  all  the  circumstances  the  fire  would  be  thus  com- 
municated is  not  competent  evidence.     The  court  said: 

"  In  the  class  of  cases  where  the  opinion  of  a  witness  is  competent  evidence, 
it  becomes  so  not  because  the  witness  may  be  supposed,  when  compared  with 
the  jury,  to  possess  superior  powers  of  i>erception,  intuition  and  judgment,  or 
superior  ability  to  draw  correct  inferences  from  proved  facts;  but  because  tb«» 
nature  of  the  question  at  issue  is  such  that  men  of  ordinary  experience  and  in- 
ti>lligence  must  be  supposed  to  be  incapable  of  drawing  conclusions  from  the 
facts  in  evidence  without  the  assistance  of  some  one  who  has  special  skill  <»r 
knowledge  in  the  premises. 

"In  the  case  of  Jefferson  Lis.  Co.  v.  Gotheal,  7  Wend.  78,  it  was  held  that 
the  only  cases  in  which  opinion  is  evidence  are  those  where  the  nature  of  the 
question  involved  is  such  that  the  jury  are  incompetent  to  draw  their  own 
(Mmclusions  from  the  facts  without  the  aid  of  persons  possessing  peculiar  skill 
and  knowledge  respecting  such  facts. 

•'  Hence  it  follows  that  where  an  inference  is  to  be  drawn  respecting  matters 
wliich  *  may  l)e  presumed  to  be  within  the  common  experience  of  all  men  of 
rommon  education  moving  in  the  ordinary  walks  of  life,  there  is  no  room  for 
the  evidence  of  opinion;  it  is  for  the  jury  to  draw  the  inference.'  N.  E.  OIosm 
( 'o.  V.  Lovell,  tibi  supra. 

"  Accordingly  in  the  last  named  case,  where  it  became  material  todetemuDe 
whether  certain  packages  of  glass-ware  were  stowed  on  or  under  the  deck  of 
a  vess<^l  which  was  stranded  on  Hart  Island,  and  the  plaintiffs  offered  evidenct* 
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tending  to  show  that  if  thej  had  been  stowed  under  deck  thej  or  the  remainF 
of  them  would  have  been  found  there,  and  the  defendants  offered  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  thej  might  have  been  washed  out,  the  opinioii  of  a  wit- 
ness who  had  been  acquainted  with  the  navigation  about  there  for  thirty  yearn 
and  had  been  stranded  there,  and  had  been  employed  in  saving  and  getting  olT 
wrecked  vessels,  and  was  near  the  place  at  the  time  of  the  wreck,  upon  tht^ 
question  whether,  taking  into  view  all  the  circumstances,  the  goods  could 
have  been  broken  to  pieces  in  the  hold  or  washed  out  of  the  hold  as  the  de- 
fendants contended,  was  held  inadmissible. 

"  And  in  Jeffermn  Lis.  Go.  v.  Cotheal,  ubi  supra,  witnesses  long  and  familiarly 
acquainted  with  the  business  of  insurance  were  not  allowed  to  give  their 
opinion  as  to  the  materiality  of  a  representation  or  concealment,  nor  whether 
the  risk  had  been  increased  by  the  erection  of  a  boiler  house  adjoining  the 
premises  covered  by  the  insurance. 

*'  In  Joyce  v.  Maine  Ins.  Co.,  45  Me.  168,  and  Cannell  v.  Phctnix  Ins.  Co.,  59 
id.  582,  the  opinions  of  witnesses  who  had  had  large  experience  in  th^  busi- 
ness of  insurance  as  to  the  comparative  risk  upon  occupied  and  unoccupied 
dwelling-houses,  and  their  testimony  as  to  the  fact  that  rates  of  insurance  wen- 
increased  when  dwelling-houses  were  vacant,  and  as  to  the  relative  number  of 
losses  upon  occupied  and  unoccupied  buildings,  were  all  held  inadmissible. 

•*  These  cases  were  decided  in  accordance  with  the  rule  and  principle  abovr 
stated,  which  may  be  regarded  as  well  settled,  the  main  difficulty  being  in  tin- 
practical  application  of  it  to  the  ever  varying  circumstances  of  the  cases  in 
which  it  is  sought  to  establish  an  exception. 

'*  In  the  case  before  us  the  incidental  question  was  whether  the  fire  was 
commonicated  from  the  bam  to  the  dwelling-house;  and  it  was  plainly  om- 
witbin  the  scope  of  common  experience,  to  be  determined  by  and  upon  tin- 
facts  and  circtlmstances  proved,  from  which  the  jury  were  fully  competent  to 
draw  their  own  conclusions. 

'  *  It  was  not  a  question  upon  which  the  opinions  of  those  who  had  witnessed 

Duinj  fires  either  in  city  or  country  could  be  competent  evidence.     If  the  door 

were  to  be  opened  to  opinions  in  such  a  case,  there  is  seldom  a  case  in  which 

it  coald  be  closed;  and  the  trial  of  causes  would  degenerate  into  a  canvassing 

of  the  opinions  of  witnesses,  often  loosely  given  upon  imperfect  and  prejudiced 

views,  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  jury  alone  ought  to  pass." 
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•  People  v.  Mann. 

(97  N.  Y.  630.) 

dmsUtutumcU  law —  *  justice  or  judge  "  — justice  of  peace. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  is  not  within  the  constitutional  provision  that  **  no  per- 
son shall  hold  the  office  of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court "  after  becoming 
seventy  years  old. 


W 


RIT  of  prohibition.     The  opinion  states  the  point.     The  writ 
was  awarded  below. 


/.  S,  Millard  and  Oeorqe  W.  Parkers,  for  appellant. 
W.  H.  B.  Ely,  for  respondents. 

Andrews,  J.  Section  12  of  article  6  of  the  Constitution  men- 
tions the  Superior  Court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  of  the  same  city,  the  Superior  Court  of  Buffalo  and 
the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  and  continues  them  in  existence  by 
express  constitutional  mandate.  Section  13  is  as  follows:  ''Jus- 
tices of  the  Supreme  Court  shall  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  their 
respective  judicial  districts.  Judges  of  all  courts  mentioned  in  the 
last  preceding  section  shall  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  cities 
respectively  in  which  said  courts  are  instituted.  The  oflBcial  terms 
of  the  said  justices  and  judges  who  shall  be  elected  after  the  adop- 
tion of  this  article  shall  be  fourteen  years  from  and  including  the 
first  day  of  January  next  after  their  election.  But  no  person  shall 
hold  the  office  of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court  longer  than  until 
and  including  the  last  day  of  December  next  after  he  shall  be 
seventy  years  of  age.'' 

The  question  presented  is  whether  the  limitation  of  age  contained 
in  this  section  applies  to  justices  of  the  peace.  That  it  does  so  ap- 
ply has  been  determined  by  the  judgment  now  under  review.  The 
same  question  was  considered  by  tlie  General  Term  of  the  fourth 
department  in  the  case  of  People  v.  Dohritig,  2  T.  &  C.  458,  and 
was  determined  the  other  way.  The  Dohring  case  was  decided 
in  1873,  and  the  question  now  presented  for  the  first  time  in  this 
court  has  never,  so  far  as  we  can  ascertain,  been  considered  in  the 
courts  below,  except  in  that  case  and  the  one  now  before  us,  which 
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was  first  decided  at  Special  Term  in  January,  1884.  It  has  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  court  from  official  sources  that  since  the 
adoption  of  the  present  judiciary  article  of  the  Constitution  many 
persons  in  different  parts  of  the  State  have  been  elected  justices  of 
the  peace,  who  have  served  after  having  attained  the  age  of  sev- 
enty years,  some  having  been  elected  before  and  others  after  they 
had  reached  that  age.  The  question  is  therefore  important,  not 
only  because  it  involves  the  interpretation  of  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision, but  also  for  the  reason  that  it  practically  affects  important 
public  and  private  interests. 

The  policy  of  fixing  by  constitutional  provision  a  limitation  of 
age  to  judicial  service,  first  established  in  this  State  in  respect  to 
the  chancellor  and  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  by  the  Constitu- 
tion of  1822,  and  abandoned  in  the  Constitution  of  1846,  was  re- 
established by  the  judiciary  article  of  1869,  primarily  with  reference 
to  the  terms  of  those  judges,  which  by  the  same  article  had  been 
extended  to  the  period  1:)f  fourteen  years.  Folger,  J.,  People  v. 
Gardner,  45  N.  Y.  819.  On  this  ground  it  was  clainled  in  the  case 
of  People  V.  Brundage,  78  N.  Y.  403,  that  the  limitation  of  age  in 
the  13th  section  did  not  apply  to  county  judges  whose  terms  were 
by  the  15th  section  fixed  at  six  years  instead  of  four  years  as  previ- 
ously established.  The  court  however  resting  upon  the  broad  lan- 
guage of  the  restrictive  clause  held  that  county  judges  were  included. 

It  is  however  we  think  quite  evident  that  the  limitation  does  not 
apply  to  every  officer  who  is  invested  with  judicial  power.  It  is 
the  "office  of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court,"  which  the  clause  de- 
clares shall  not  be  held  by  any  person  beyond  the  age  specified. 
But  the  judicial  function  may  be  vested  in  a  person,  to  be  exer- 
cised for  certain  purposes  and  on  particular  occasions,  who  does  not 
hold  the  **  office  of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  clause.  The  Constitution  itself  furnishes  one  illustra- 
tion. The  president  of  the  senate,  the  senators  and  the  judges  of 
the  Court  of  Appeals,  comprise  the  court  for  the  trial  of  impeach-- 
ments,  created  by  the  first  section  of  the  sixth  article.  But  neither 
the  lieutenant-governor,  nor  the  senators,  although  they  act  as 
judges  on  the  trial  of  an  impeachment,  "  hold  the  office  of  justice 
or  judge  of  any  court."  The  office  which  the  lieutenant-governor 
holds  is  that  indicated  by  his  title,  and  so  of  the  senators.  The 
judicial  fanction  which  they  exercise  in  the  particular  case  is  an- 
nexed to  their  respective  offices.     They  sit  as  judges  on  the  trial 
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of  impeachments^  but  they  do  not  hold  the  office  of  judges  while 
jicfcing  as  such.  We  think  it  plain  that  they  would  not  be  disquali- 
fied from  acting  as  members  of  the  court  after  attaining  the  age 
of  seventy  years,  under  the  clause  in  the  Constitution  now  in  ques- 
tion. Another  illustration  is  furnished  in  the  statutes  creating 
mayor's  courts  in  cities,  by  which  judicial  powers  are  vested  for 
certain  limited  purposes  in  mayors  and  other  municipal  officers. 
There  is  such  a  court  in  the  city  of  Hudson,  and  it  may  be  in  other 
cities,  which  is  held  by  the  mayor,  or  by  the  mayor  in  conjunction 
with  other  officers.  The  mayor  in  these  cases  acts  as  a  judge  or 
magistrate,  but  the  judicial  function  is  incident  to  the  office  of 
mayor.  He  does  not  hold  the  office  of  judge,  and  if  eligible  to  the 
office  of  mayor,  although  seventy  years  of  age,  he  may  we  think 
discharge  the  duties  connected  with  that  office  after  that  time,  in- 
cluding the  holding  of  the  mayor's  court,  without  a  violation  of 
the  Constitution. 

Returning  to  the  immediate  point  now  m  judgment  the  question 
recurs:  Does  a  justice  of  the  peace  "hold  the  office  of  justice  or 
judge  of  any  court,"  within  the  meaning  of  section  13,  article  6,  of 
the  Constitution?  This  office  was  not  created  by  the  Constitution. 
Justices  of  the  peace  had  been  known  to  the  common  law  of 
England  for  a  century  and  a  half  before  America  was  discovered. 
They  were  in  their  original  institution  mere  conservators  of  the 
]>eace,  exercising  no  judicial  function.  It  is  said  in  Burn's  Justice 
(vol.  3, 19th  ed.,  p.  4),  that  by  the  statute  1  Edw.  Ill,  which  is  the 
first  statute  that  ordains  the  assignment  of  justices  of  the  peace  by 
the  king's  commission,  '*  they  had  no  other  power  but  only  to  keep 
the  peace."  But  from  time  to  time  their  powers  were  enlarged, 
and  they  came  to  constitute  a  very  important  agency  in  the  admin- 
istration of  local  government  in  England.  They  discharged  a  great 
variety  of  duties  connected  with  the  support  of  the  poor,  the  repa- 
ration of  highways,  the  imposition  and  levying  of  parochial  rates 
jind  other  local  affairs.  See  enumeration  in  stat.  16,  Geo,  II, 
chap.  18.  They  were  invested  with  judicial  powers  for  the  first 
time  (it  seems)  by  the  statute  34  Edw.  Ill,  chap.  1,  which  gave 
them  power  to  try  felonies,  but  then  only  when  two  or  more  acted 
together,  and  not  singly,  and  it  is  said  by  Blackstone  (vol.  1,  p.  349), 
**they  then  acquired  the  more  honorable  appellation  of  justices." 
1  <io  not  find  that  they  ever  exercised  in  England  jurisdiction  iu 
civil  causes. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


JANUARY  TERM,  1885.  569 


People  v.  Mann. 


The  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  was  brought  here  by  the  Eng- 
lish colonists.     From  the  earliest  colonial  period  it  has  existed  in 
this  country.     By  the  Code  known  as  "the  Duke's  Laws,''  for  the 
government  of  the  colony  of   New  York,  promulgated  in   1666, 
justices  of  the  peace  were  commissioned  for  the  towns  in  the  prov- 
ince, with  the  same  powers  as  in  England.     The  judicial  establish- 
ment created  by   ''the  Duke's  Laws  "  comprised  a  local  court  in 
each  town,  with  jurisdiction  of  actions  of  debt  and  trespass  under 
£5,  to  be  held  by  the  constable  and  overseers  of  the  town;  a  court 
of  sessions  for  e^u^h  of  the  three  ridings,  and  a  court  of  assize  for 
the  whole  province.    Justices  of  the  peace  were  entitled  to  sit  as 
membera  of  the  court  of  sessions  and  the  court  of  assize,  but  not 
of  the  town  courts.     In  1691  the  judicial  system  was  reorganized 
l)y  an  act  of  the  colonial  legislature.     By  that  act  the  town  courts 
were  changed  into  courts  of  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  held  by  one 
justice  and  two  freeholders.     It  was  not  until  1737  that  a  justiQe 
of  the  peace  was  empowered  singly  to  hold  a  court  for  the  trial  of 
:wtiom.      See  Monograph  upon  the  Courts  in  this  State  by  Chief 
Judge  Daly,   prefjice  1  E.    D.    Smith  ;    also  3  Daly,  Appendix. 
Jfnt    from    the   earliest   colonial  period  until  this  time,   justices 
of     the    peace    here,    as  in    England,    have    been    invested  with 
v^z-ious  and  important  functions  connected  with  local  administra- 
tor,   quite  independent  of  their  judicial  authority.     A  glance  at 
^fto  s<;atutes  will  show  how  important  a  part  these  officers  have  had 
k  thkG  administration  of  the  poor  laws,  the  highway  acts,  the  ad- 
just naent  of  town  charges,  and  indeed  in  nearly  every  department 
of  i<x3^1  administration.     It  is  important  to  notice  that  the  judicial 
^unc5fcioTi  exercised  by  justices  of  the  peace  was  a  graft  upon  their 
*^ng-i  nxi.]  authority,  and  that  the  enlargement  of  their  powers  has 
'iot    b^^^n  in  this  direction  alone,  but  that  by  gradual  accretion  they 
'mv€3    c5ome  to  constitute  a  most  important  factor  in  the  corporate 
^'*^***i"Strative  life  of  towns  and  counties.     The  gradual  growth  of 
their-     x>owers  and  functions  furnishes  a  good  illustration  of  the 
niHixriei.   in  which  institutions  grow  up  and  adapt  themselves  to  the 
t*  i^-ng-in^  conditions  and  demands  of  society,  until  they  are  brought 
<»  t^iibs^rve,  in  the  most  effective  way,  the  public  interests. 

^  ^   l^^Ave  failed  in  the  purpose  of  this  brief  historical   reference 

xo  oi-i^n  and  growth  of  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace,  un- 

^^.  '^  ^*^ows  how  widely  it  differs  in  the  circumstances  of  its  insti- 

<>ii   ii.r^^5  ilevelopment,  and  in  the  variety  of  its  functions,  from 
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the  office  of  judge  of  an  oi*dinary  court.  We  know,  from  observa- 
tion, that  justices  of  the  peace  are  not  in  common  speech  known 
as  judges,  but  are  uniformly  called  by  the  distinctive  title  of  their 
office.  Unquestionably  their  jurisdiction  as  a  tribunal  for  the  trial 
of  small  causes  is  now  the  most  important  of  their  functions,  but 
they  have  never  lost  their  chai'acter  as  administrative  officers,  and 
in  this  respect  they  occupy  a  position  and  character  and  exerciser 
powers  unique,  and  in  many  respects  quite  dissimilar  to  those  exer- 
cised by  other  judicial  officers. 

An  examination  of  other  sections  in  the  judiciary  article  throws 
light  upon  the  construction  of  the  13th  section,  and  furnishes 
strong  ground  for  an  inference  that  justices  of  the  peace  were  not 
intended  to  be  included  within  the  restrictive  clause.  In  provisions 
intended  to  apply  to  judges  or  justices  of  inferior  courts,  and  alsi» 
to  justices  of  the  peace,  the  latter  are  specially  mentioned  by  their 
name  of  office,  and  their  inclusion  is  not  left  to  inference  from 
general  words.  The  eleventh  section  of  the  sixth  article,  after 
prescribing  how  judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  and  of  the  Supreme 
Court  may  be  removed,  proceeds  as  follows:  **  All  judicial  oflficere, 
except  those  mentioned  in  this  section  and  except  justices  of  the 
peace  and  judges  and  justices  of  inferior  courts,  not  of  record,  may 
be  removed,"  etc.  The  same  language  is  repeated  in  section  18: 
*'  Justices  of  the  peace  and  judges  or  justices  of  inferior  courts 
not  of  record,"  etc.  Justices  of  the  peace  are  in  a  general  sense 
judges  of  an  inferior  court,  but  their  special  designation  in  these 
provisions,  by  the  title  of  their  office,  is  a  recognition  in  the  Con- 
stitution itself  of  their  peculiar  and  distinctive  character,  and  in- 
dicates that  they  were  not  intended  to  be  included  within  the 
general  words  **  judges  or  justices  of  a  court,"  as  used  in  that  in- 
strument. The  provision  in  the  13th  section,  that  *'no  person 
shall  hold  the  office  of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court,"  is  to  be  in- 
terpreted in  the  light  of  the  antecedent  and  subsequent  sections, 
and  so  interpreting  them,  justices  of  the  peace  are  not,  we  think, 
included.  There  are  other  considerations  which  tend  to  support 
this  conclusion.  There  was  no  apparent  reason  or  policy  for  sub- 
jecting justices  of  the  peace  to  the  limitation  of  age  applicable  to 
the  general  class  of  judges.  Their  terms  are  short  and  are  left 
by  the  amended  judiciary  ai*ticle  as  they  were  fixed  by  the  Consti- 
tution of  1846.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  public  inconvenience 
had  result^^d  from  the  absence  of  a  limitation  of  age  applicable  to 
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these  officers.  Their  number^  four  in  each  town^  afford  a  reason- 
able guaranty  that  the  public  service  will  not  suffer  by  a  disability 
of  incumbents  arising  from  age^  and  the  easy  means  provided  for 
their  removal  would  subject  the  public  at  most  to  only  a  temporary 
inconvenience.  It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  prohibition  in  the 
13th  section  would  have  been  applied  to  justices  of  the  peace  if 
they  alone  had  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  framers  of  the 
judiciary  article. 

We  are  of  opinion^  for  the  reasons  stated,  that  a  justice  of  the 
peace  does  not  **hold  the  office  of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court " 
within  the  purview  of  the  13th  section.  To  avoid  misapprehension 
it  may  be  proper  to  say  that  we  do  not  intend  .to  decide  that  the 
prohibition  may  not  apply  to  persons  in  office  whose  official  title  is 
not  that  of  judge.  If  the  office  is  a  judicial  one  and  is  created  for 
the  exercise  by  the  incumbent  of  the  judicial  function  —  as  for  ex- 
ample a  surrogate,  quite  other  considerations  would  apply  than 
those  which  appertain  to  the  case  now  before  us.  This  case  rests 
upon  the  dual  character  of  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace,  the 
essential  distinction  between  his  duties  and  functions  and  those  of 
any  other  judicial  officer,  and  upon  a  discrimination  made  by  the 
Constitution  itself.     See  Settle  v.  Van  Evrea,  49  N.  Y.  280. 

The  order  of  the  General  and  Special  Terms  should  be  reversed 
and  the  writ  dismissed. 

Ordered  accordingly. 

All  concur. 


Nolan  v.  King. 

m  N.  Y.  66S.) 

IfegUgenee  —  bridge  over  excaoated  sidewalk, 

WheT«  one  duly  licensed  by  the  city  authorities  has  removed  a  portion  of  a 
sidewalk  to  excavate  for  a  vault,  and  has  built  a  bridge  over  the  excavation, 
necessarily  higher  than  the  street,  lie  is  not  bound  to  make  the  bridge  as 
safe  for  travellers  as  the  sidewalk  was.  but  only  reasonably  safe. 

ACTION   for  personal  injury  by  negligence.      The  head-note 
and  opinion  show  the  point.    The  plaintiff  had  judgment 
below. 
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Joseph  S,  Auerbach,  for  appellant. 

John  0,  Mott,  for  respondent. 

Finch,  J.     The  complaint  in  this  action  was  groanded  upon 
negligence  in  the  construction  of  the  bridge  over  the  vault  opening. 
There  is  no  allegation  that  its  existence  was  unlawful,  or  that  it 
constituted  an  unauthorized  obstruction  of  the  street,  and  so  was  a 
wrong,  or  a  nuisance;  but  on  the  contrary  the  complaint  assumed 
a  hiwful  construction,  for  it  was  averred  that  "it  became  and  was 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  so  to  erect  and  maintain  the  said  bridge, 
or  wooden  walk  aforesaid,  and  the  approaches  or  steps  leading  thereto 
jind  therefrom,    *     *     *     iu  good  order  and  in  proper  and  safe  con- 
dition," and  then  avers  that  the  structure  was  built  in  a  careless  aiul 
negligent  manner,  and  was  allowed  to  fall  into  and  remain  in  a  dan- 
gerous state  and  condition.  Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  that 
she  fell  while  descending  the  steps  from  the  bridge;  that  those  steps 
were  of  unequal  height  and  width  and  guarded  by  no  railing  at  the 
side,  and  after  proof  of  the  injury  rested  her  case.     The  defendant 
moved  for  a  nonsuit  claiming  that  there  was  no  negligence,  which 
motion  was  denied.     Evidence  was  then  given  of  the  mode  and 
manner  of  construction;  of  the  permission  granted  by  the  depart- 
ment of  public  works  to  build  the  vault;  and  of  the  city  ordinances 
relating  to  the  subject;  and  after  a  renewal  of  the  motion  for  a 
nonsuit,  which  was  again  denied,  the  defendant  rested.     The  court 
then  charged  the  jury,  and  submitted  to  them  solely  the  question 
of  negligence  in  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  the  bridge; 
suying  explicitly  that  the  defendant  under  the  permit  from   the 
department  of  public  works  had  the  right  to  erect  a  bridge  over 
the  excavation  in  question,  and  that  no  cause  of  action  was  shown 
unless  the  jury  should  find  the  defendant  guilty  of  negligence. 
Neither  side  controverted  this  proposition,  or  took  exception  to  it; 
l)nt  on  the  contrary,  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  his 
brief  on  this  appeal  expressly  says  not  only  *'  that  the  case  went  to 
the  jury  on  the  question  of  negligence  in  constructing  the  steps,** 
but  also  that  "it  was  tried  on  that  understanding."     It  will  not  do 
now  to  say  that  there  was  no  authority  for  building  the  bridge  at 
all,  and  that  its  very  existence  was  an  affirmative  wrong  for  which 
the  judgment  may  be  sustained.    That  would  be  extremely  unjust 
in  view  of  the  pleadings  and  the  course  of  trial.     We   must    treat 
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the  auction  therefore  as  the  parties  and  the  court  treated  it,  as  in- 
volving only  the  question  of  negligence  in  the  construction  of  the 
l>i'i eigne  ;  and  so  considered,  a  ver}'  important  question  arises  as  to 
the     degree   of    care   and    prudence  in    that    construction^  which 
devolved  upon  the  defendant.     The  jury  were  told  that  '*  the  de- 
feiidi&iit  was  under  a  liability  to  have  the  bridge  constructed  in  sucli 
iui«ijier    that  the  plaintiff    would  not  be  subjected  to  any  more 
personal  risk  than  if  the  sidewalk  had  been  there  instead  of  the 
hri ti^o.  '*"     To  this  instruction  the  defendant  excepted.     The  doc- 
^Wne     tlxus  declared  was  not  inadvertent  or  unintentional.     It  is 
^'pett^od  not  less  than  six  times  in  the  course  of  the  charge  and  so 
«^ovc*ii    into  it  as  to  be  its  most  prominent  feature.    The  jury  were 
tohl    **  if  in  your  deliberation  you  reach  the  conclusion  that  this 
hrici^o    ^was  less  safe  than  the  sidewalk  would  have  been,  and  this 
iiidy   i  rx    passing  over  it  exercised  the  caution  which  reasonably  pru- 
ne/! t.    m.^  n  and  women  exercise  in  passing  over  a  sidewalk,  then  you 
^''*       1>2«^S8   to   the   consideration  of  the  amount  of  your  verdict." 
llot-o    ii^-^in  the  defendant  excepted,  pointing  his  objection  to  the 
test       c^>f        reasonable  care  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  supplied  to  the 
jury.  -And  to  make  the  true  position  of  the  court  still  plainer,  the 

judg-^    x^r^s  asked  to  charge   *' that  if  the  jury  believed  the  bridge 
uud    st^^  j>s  were  constructed  in  a  reasonably  safe  and  proper  manner 
plaiixti^p    cannot  recover,"  which  instruction  was  refused  and  the 
deiox:ici^^^j.  j^j,j  excepted.     Since  walkmg  over  an  unbroken  level 
**^  ^*^^^i>.iably  safer  than  ascending  or  descending  steps,  however 
cArt}sr\xll^  constructed,  the  jury  were  left  to  the  possibility  of  an 
\\\  ^*Hinci«  that  any  construction  of  a  bridge  above  the  level  of  the 
stre^ot;     involving  the  presence  of  steps  was  negligence  as  matter  of 
vx^  -         Tt;  is  not  at  all  certain  that  such  an  idea  was  in  the  mind  of 
ooxix^t,  and  yet  the  language  used  was  broad  enough  to  cover  it, 
svu       <iviit^  sure  to  leave  a  jury  in  danger  of  being  misled.     To  its 
^^     ^xtont  it  was  approved  by  the  General  Term  without  the  least 
res  *^otion  or  limitation,  and  in  the  respondent's  brief  on  this  appeal 
\t  m  <iistinctly  argued  that  the  cover  of  the  excavation  should  have 
\>een      ^^^   ^y^e    level    of   the    old   sidewalk,  thus  dispensing  with 
*tc\>8  entirely.     The  doctrine  of  the  charge  to  its  full  extent  and  in 
\i^  <intire  scope  was  defended  in  the  General  Term  and  is  sought  to 
b^   i^atified  on  this  appeal  by  a  series  of  decisions  in  this  court. 
CUfford  v.  Dam,  81   X.  Y.  50;  McOuire  v.   Spencey  91  id.  303;  s. 
c-  "^3  Am.  Rep.  668;    Waswer  v.  /).,  X.    £  W.  R.   Co,,  80  N.   Y. 
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212;  8.  c,  36  Am.  Eep.  608,  n.;  Irvine  v.  Wood,  51  N.Y.  224;  s.  c, 
10  Am.  Eep.  603. 

In  the  first  of  these  cases  a  vault  was  built  with  an  opening  in 
the  sidewalk  to  receive  coal,  but  the  cover  to  the  opening,  intended 
to  remain  there  permanently  and  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  side- 
walk, was  so  imperfectly  constructed  that  it  gave  way  and  injury 
followed.  We  said  that  the  builder  was  bound  to  make  the  sidt*- 
walk  as  safe  as  it  was  before  it  was  excavated.  But  we  did  not  at 
all  say  that  he  was  bound  to  do  that  during  the  process  of  construc- 
tion. In  the  present  case  the  builder  was  required  to  restore  the 
sidewalk  which  he  had  excavated,  to  its  original  safe  condition,  but 
that  is  not  saying  that  he  must  keep  it  so  during  the  process  of 
construction. 

That  process  implies  and  compels  a  temporary  removal  of  the 
sidewalk,  and  cither  it  must  be  left  impassable  and  guarded  and 
protected  as  an  excavation,  or  bridged  above  the  sidewalk  level  so 
that  the  work  of  building  or  restoration  can  go  on  beneath  it  and 
without  obstruction  to  the  public  travel;  or  at  least  the  question 
whether  consistently  with  the  construction  of  the  vault  it  was  not 
necessary  to  build  the  bridge  above  the  sidewalk  level;  whether 
any  covering  at  such  level  was  possible,  such  as  would  permit  at 
the  same  time  and  with  equal  safety  the  work  of  construction  and 
the  passage  of  the  public;  and  whether,  if  so,  the  temporary  cover- 
ing at  grade,  with  the  inevitable  process  of  change  from  stone  to 
wood  and  then  from  wood  to  stone,  might  not  have  involved  greater 
risk  to  the  passers-by  than  the  construction  of  the  elevated  bridge: 
all  these  were  questions  of  fact  for  the  jury  and  not  of  law  for  the 
court.  They  were  made  questions  of  law  by  force  of  the  charge 
which  in  effect  denounced  as  negligent  a  construction  of  the  bridge 
which  by  reason  of  its  steps  was  not  and  could  not  be  made  to  in- 
volve as  little  risk  to  the  public  as  the  level  sidewalk.  If  that  is 
the  law,  builders  will  be  compelled  to  stop  passage  entirely  and 
turn  the  public  into  or  across  the  carriage-way  with  all  the  risks 
and  inconveniences  which  must  necessarily  result.  The  second  of 
the  cases  cited  was  also  that  of  a  vault  or  area  left  uncovered  and 
without  guard,  after  the  process  of  construction  was  ended  and 
when  there  was  nothing  to  warn  the  public  of  possible  danger. 
The  third  case  cited  was  that  of  a  railroad  which  had  interfered 
with  a  public  street  and  failed  to  restore  it  to  its  original  or  useful 
condition.      In  like  manner  the  last  case  cited   was  that  of  a  eoul 
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vrtiilt  left  imperfectly  covered  after  the  work  of  construction  was 
complete.     All  of  these  cases  require  of  the  builder  what  is  possible 
and  what  is  just,  but  none  of  them  lay  down  a  rule  of  law  that  a 
rightful  removal  of  the  sidewalk  to  build  a  vault  must^  during  the 
temporary  period  of  construction,  be  accompanied  by  the  presence 
i»f  a  new  sidewalk  just  as  safe  as  the  one  removed.     Practically  that 
i.s  saying  that  the  vault  shall  not  be  built,  or  that  while  building 
passage  shall  be  turned  into  the  roadway  or  across  to  the  opposite 
walk,  a  measure  palpably  as  dangerous  and  even  more  so  than  a 
prudent  and  proper  bridge.     In  all  such  cases  it  is  inevitable  that 
the  passage  of  the  public  temporarily  is  made  less  convenient  and 
not  so  perfectly  safe  as  before  the  removal  of  the  sidewalk;  but  if 
this  is  done  with  prudence  and  care,  with  good  judgment,  and 
properly  and  attentively,  so  as  not  to  be  perilous  to  passengera  in 
the  street,  the  builder  is  not  responsible  for  an  accident.     The  rule 
applied  upon  the  trial  of  this  case  would  tend  to  make  impossible 
any  temporary  occupation  of  the  street  by  builders  during  the  pro- 
cess of  construction.     One  who  with  the  permission  of  the  public 
authorities,   without  disturbing  the  sidewalk,  piles  brick  in   the 
roadway,  leaving  room  for  wagons  to  pass,  necessarily  narrows  the 
roadway,  and  does  not  and  cannot  keep  it  in  as  safe  condition  for 
the  passage  of  carriages  as  it  was  before  such  occupation.     Such 
an  occupation  of  the  street  in  the  city  of   New  York  is  lawful, 
Rehberg  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  91  N.  Y.  143;  s.  c,  43  Am.  Rep.  657,  but 
does  not  leave  the  street  in  as  safe  a  condition  for  passage  as  it  was 
before  the  pile  of  brick  was  placed  upon  it.     Such  a  test  cannot  be 
applied.     The  rule  in  case  of  an  excavation,  duly  authorized,  is 
that  it  shall  be  carefully  guarded  so  as  to  be  reasonably  free  from 
danger  to  travellers  upon  the  street.    Brusso  v.  City  of  Buffalo,  90 
X.  Y.  679.     If  it  is  covered  and  the  public  invited  to  pass  over  it, 
rejisonable  care  requires  that  it  should  be  so  strongly  and  so  pru- 
<leiitly  constructed  as  to  involve  no  peril  to  those  passing  over  it 
and  exercising  the  ordinary  care  appropriate  to  the  situation.     It 
is  not  to  be  expected  and  cannot  be  required  that  the  temporary 
covering  shall  equal  in  safety  and  convenience  the  sidewalk  re- 
moved, or  that  passengers  may  cross  with  as  little  heed  and  care  as 
upon  the  completed  pavement,  and  the  duty  of  the  builder  is  not 
to  be  thus  measured  until  his  work  is  done  and  opened  to  public 
passage  as  a  completed  sidewalk.     The  necessities  of  building  in- 
volve some  inconvenience  to  the  public.     Temporarily  it  must  be 
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borne  in  view  of  the  other  public  benefit  resulting  from  freedom  of 
construction,  and  where  it  occurs  the  traveller  is  bound  to  observe 
its  presence  and  give  to  his  passage  some  of  the  care  and  observa- 
tion which  ho  may  assume  to  be  unnecessary  upon  the  completed 
sidewalk.  But  if  the  builder  opens  his  covering  to  the  passage  of 
the  public  although  only  as  a  temporary  substitute,  he  must  Ik* 
deemed  to  declare  it  safe  and  free  from  peril  to  persons  crossing 
with  such  ordinary  prudence  and  care  as  the  presence  of  the  tem- 
porary structure  requires;  and  so  he  must  build  it  with  so  much  of 
care,  and  skill,  and  prudence  as  will  reasonably  protect  the  passers 
from  peril  and  enable  them  with  some  ordinary  attention  to  their 
steps  to  pass  it  with  safety.  The  necessity  is  exceptional  upon  both 
sides.  In  the  present  case  the  steps  were  of  unequal  height  and 
width,  and  there  was  some  evidence  that  they  were  guarded  by  no 
side  rail,  and  the  question  of  negligence  should  have  been  presented 
to  the  jury  upon  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  but 
without  setting  up  the  removed  sidewalk,  and  passage  over  it  as 
the  measure  of  the  builder's  duty  and  the  traveller's  care. 

For  this  error  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Judgment  reversed* 

All  concur,  except  Danforth,  J.,  dissenting. 
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Bbayer  v.  Bare. 

(104  Penn.  St.  58.) 
InfwMsy  —  emancipation  —  evidence  of. 

The  jninor  son  of  one  of  the  partners  in  a  firm  was  apprenticed  to  the  firm,  and 
remained  until  after  the  firm  made  a  general  assignment  for  creditors.  No 
express  emancipation  of  the  plaintift  was  shown,  but  a  separate  wages  account 
was  kept  by  the  firm  in  the  son's  name;  the  wages  were  not  credited  to  or 
claimed  by  the  father;  the  minor  drew  a  small  sum  on  account  of  his  wages; 
and  he  received  from  the  assignee  his  wages  earned  after  the  assignment. 
Held,  in  an  action  by  the  son  after  majority,  that  the  question  of  emancipation 
;  for  the  jury.* 


ASSUMPSIT.     The  head-note   states   the  case.    The  plaintiff 
had  judgment  below. 

John  Stewart  and  F,  M,  Kimimlly  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
J.  McD,  Sharpe  and  Joseph  Douglas,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Clark,  J.     The  exercise  of  parental  authority  is  not  necessarily 
for  the  profit  of  the  parent,  but  for  the  advantage  of  the  child;  the 

♦  Set'  35  Am.  Rep.  117. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


568  PENNSYLVANIA, 


Beaver  v.  Bare. 


duty  of  service  by  the  child,  being  deemed  necessary  to  the  proper 
exercise  of  parental  authority,  for  its  own  good.  Although  we  still 
recognize  the  right  of  the  father  to  the  personal  services  of  his 
children,  that  right  is  simply  incidental  to  the  duty  of  the  father 
to  discipline  and  direct  them;  his  right  to  personal  custody  and 
personal  service  is  secured  to  him  therefore  in  order  that  through 
them,  prompted  by  natural  affection,  he  may  successfully  impart 
to  them  habits  of  industry,  methods  of  thrift  and  the  means  of 
personal  success  in  life.  Children  are  therefore  not  the  mere  ser- 
vants of  the  father,  nor  is  he  bound  to  work  them,  as  such,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors  {McCloskey  v.  Cyphert,  27  Penn.  St.  220);  he 
may  let  them  go  free  from  his  service,  when  he  chooses,  no  matter 
whether  he  be  solvent  or  insolvent.  Holdship  v.  Patterson^  7 
Watts,  547;  Brown's  Appeal,  86  Penn.  St.  524.  The  right  to  their 
service,  being  merely  for  their  good,  whenever  the  father  finds  their 
interest  or  his  own  better  subserved  by  their  emancipation,  he  can 
liberate  them.  This  emancipation  may  be  as  perfect  when  they  live 
together,  under  the  same  roof,  as  if  they  were  separated;  for  al- 
though the  father  thus  relinquishes  his  right  to  their  services,  as  a 
means  of  discipline,  the  duty  of  discipline  still  remains,  and  this 
duty  can  be  better  exercised  in  the  family  than  elsewhere.  Mc- 
CJosJcey  v.  Cyphert,  supra  ;  Rusk  v.  VougJit,  55  Penn.  St.  437. 

In  Brownh  Appeal,  86  Penn.  St.  524,  this  principle  was  fully  rec- 
ognized, and  it  was  there  held,  that  the  services  of  a  son,  rendered 
during  minority,  under  a  contract  previously  made  with  his  father, 
was  a  valid  consideration  for  a  judgment  confessed,  as  similar  ser- 
vices rendered  under  a  contract  made  afterward,  and  that  both,  or 
cither,  were  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judgment  even  as  against 
creditors.  Thus  then  it  appears,  that  a  father  may  not  only  relin- 
quish his  right  to  the  wages  of  his  minor  son's  labor,  but  he  may, 
even  as  against  his  creditors,  bind  himself  to  pay  his  son  for  such 
services,  pursuant  to  a  contract  previously  made.  If  however  the 
contract  had  not  been  made  previous  to  the  service,  neither  could 
the  son  recover  for  his  labor,  nor  would  a  voluntary  judgment, 
given  by  an  insolvent  man  on  such  a  consideration,  be  of  any  valid- 
ity as  against  creditors.     Ilack  v.  Stewart,  8  Penn.  St.  213. 

Therefore  we  infer,  that  whilst  the  right  of  a  father  to  the  actual 
custody  and  services  of  his  minor  children  is  not,  as  such,  an  abso- 
lute or  vested  riglit,  yet  his  riglit  to  wages  for  their  labor  is  absolute 
and  vested,  if  tluit  labor  has  been  performed  Avithout  any  previous 
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act,  agreement,  or  understanding  otherwise.  Of  course  he  may, 
without  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors,  assign  or  re- 
linquish this  debt  as  any  other.  In  the  case  of  Kauffelt  v.  Moder- 
weU,  21  Penn.  St.  222,  we  held,  that  when  a  minor  is  permitted  by  his 
father  to  make  his  own  contract  for  services,  it  is  fair  to  presume 
that  he  is  allowed  also  to  receive  the  wages  for  himself,  and  so  the 
law  implies  the  contract,  until  a  contrary  purpose  appears;  but  it  is 
not  so  when  the  father  makes  the  contract.  *'  He  has  the  right  to 
command  the  services  and  receive  the  wages  of  his  minor  son,  and 
when  he  makes  a  contract  for  them,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  pre- 
sumption that  he  i^  acting  as  an  agent  of  his  son,  or  that  the  other 
party  knows  it,  and  intends  the  contract  to  be  with  his  son;  and 
therefore  the  law  cannot  imply  that  such  was  the  contract,  as 
matter  of  fact,  or  impose  it  as  a  matter  of  duty.  The  private  ar- 
rangements between  the  father  and  son,  in  this  case,  was  a  matter 
of  their  own,  which  constitutes  no  part  of  the  transaction,  and 
which  is  indeed  revocable  at  the  father's  pleasure.  To  allow  the 
recovery  by  the  sun  in  such  a  case  might  defeat  just  claims  of  Kauf- 
felt against  the  father. " 

Was  there  any  relinquishment  by  John  Bare  of  the  services  of 
his  son,  previous  to  his  entering  the  employment  of  this  firm,  or  at 
any  time  during  its  continuance  or  afterward  prior  to  the  assign- 
ment? If  not,  then  the  father's  right  to  these  wages  was  vested 
and  absolute,  at  the  assignment,  and  that  right,  passing  under  it, 
vested  in  his  assignee  for  creditors.  The  paper  dated  30th  October, 
1882,  is  of  no  avail  for  the  purpose  intended;  it  came  too  late; 
that  which  he  released  or  relinquished  to  his  son,  he  had  previously 
transferred  to  his  creditors.  This  case  should  have  been  submitted 
to  the  jury,  on  the  question  of  emancipation,  which  was  practically 
withdrawn  from  the  jury  in  the  trial  below.  *'  No  evidence  of  that 
sort,^'  says  the  court,  *'  was  offered,  so  far  as  his  wages  were  con- 
cerned, that  he  was  allowed  to  receive  his  wages  himself.  I  saw  no 
evidence  at  all  of  that,  in  the  case,  the  wages  therefore  at  the  time 
they  were  earned  were  by  law  due  to  the  father." 

This  was  a  practical  withdrawal  from  the  jury  of  that  branch  of 
the  case;  there  was,  we  think,  some  evidence  for  the  jury  on  this 
question.  The  account  for  these  services  was  in  the  name  of  the 
son,  not  in  the  name  of  the  father.  N"o  credit  was  given  to  the 
father  for  them,  and  the  books  were  open  to  all  the  members  of  the 
firm.  The  plaintiff's  charge  for  labor  embraces  two  years  and  nine 
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months^  in  which  time  there  was  no  proof  that  the  father  claimed 
the  benefit  of  them,  whilst  the  son  received  all  that  ever  was  paid; 
he  continued  to  labor  after  the  assignment  was  made,  daring  mi- 
nority, and  received  to  himself  wages  from  the  assignee.  These 
circumstances,  taken  with  the  testimony  of  the  son,  were  certainly 
)>roper  matters  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury;  their  weight,  when 
taken  with  the  fact  that  the  contract  was  made  by  the  father,  and 
witli  other  circumstances  in  the  cause,  was  for  the  jury.  What 
effect  they  might  have  had  upon  the  minds  of  the  jury  is  not  for 
us  to  say,  but  we  think  the  court  was  in  error  in  saying  that  there 
was  no  evidence  on  the  subject. 

Judgment  reversed  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo  ataarded. 


GiLBBRT   v.   MOOSB. 

a04Penn.  St.  74.) 

Insurance  —  life  —  interest  —  assignment. 

A.  insured  his  life  for  the  benefit  of  B. ,  who  had  no  insurable  interest.  B. 
tisHigned  the  policy  during^  A.'s  life  to  C,  who  had  no  insurable  interest.  C*. 
paid  assessments,  and  on  A.'s  death  collected  the  insurance.  Held^  that  A.*s 
administrator  could  recover  the  same  from  C,  less  the  assessments.* 


I) 


EBT  for  money  had   and    received.     The  opinion  states  the 
cjiso.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 


David  WiUs  and  Edtc.  /.  Cox,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

R.  G.  McOreary,  for  defendants  in  error. 

(ioRDON,  J.  Jacob  Moose,  in  his  life-time  (August  17,  1880), 
made  application  to  the  Southern  Pennsylvania  Belief  Association, 
of  Ihiuover,  York  county,  for  ah  insurance  on  his  life,  and  upon 
this  application  a  policy,  or  certificate  of  membership,  as  it  is 
called,  in  the  sum  of  $2,000,  was  issued  for  the  benefit  of  one 
Peter  Jacobs,  an  alleged  grandson  of  the  assured.  It  turns  oat 
however  that  Jacobs  was  in  no  way  related  to  Moose,  being  but  the 
son  of  a  son's  wife,  hence   liavinjj  no  assurable  interest  in  the  life 
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on  which  the  policy  waa  issued.  On  the  Slst  of  August  following 
the  date  of  the  certificate,  Jiu'obs,  for  the  consideration  of  $28, 
iwsigned  to  John  G.  Gilbert,  the  defendant,  by  whom  all  subsequent 
iissessments  made  by  the  company,  were  paid.  On  the  3d  of  April, 
18S1,  Jacob  Moose  died,  and  the  defendant  received  from  the  com- 
])any  on  the  policy  some  $366.  It  was  for  this  sum  of  money,  or 
the  balance  of  it  after  deducting  the  assessments  and  other  expenses 
paid  by  Gilbert,  that  this  suit  wjis  brought.  The  court  below,  after 
hearing  the  evidence,  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and  reserved  the  following  point:  '*  Whether  or  not  the 
assignment  being  made  upon  the  consideration  of  the  payment  of 
♦28,  the  assignee  having  no  interest  in  the  life  of  the  assured,  and 
Jiaviiig  taken  the  assignment  for  the  puqwse  of  speculation  only, 
is  (entitled  to  retain  the  money  received  on  the  policy  as  against  the 
jHTsonal  representatives  of  the  deceased,  beyond  the  amount  of  the 
(M>n8ideration,fees  and  assessments  paid  to  the- association."  After- 
ward on  argument  the  court  entered  judgment  on  the  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs.  We  are  thus  at  once  brought  face  to  face  with  the 
<piestion,  really  the  only  one  in  the  case:  Can  one  having  no  interest 
in  the  life  assured,  and  for  the  purpose  of  speculation  only,  acquire, 
by  assignment  or  otherwise,  such  title  to  the  policy  as  the  law  will 
enforce  ? 

It  was  held  by  this  court  as  early  as  1803,  in  the  case  of  Pritchet 
V.  Insurance  Company,  3  Yeates,  458,  that  every  species  of  gaming 
contracts  of  insurance,  wherein  the  insured  has  no  interest  in  the 
subject-matter  of  the  policy,  or  one  only  colorable,  is,  in  this  Com- 
monwealth, without  the  sanction  of  either  law  or  usage;  that  such 
(•<»n tracts  are  mischievous  and  dangerous  to  the  interests  of  trade, 
commerce  and  society,  and  are  to  be  reprobated  rather  than  en- 
couraged by  our  courts.  The  very  same  view  of  this  subject  is 
sulopted  in  Edgell  v.  McLaughlm,  6  Whart.  176;  36  Am.  Dec.  114, 
and  it  was  there  said  that  no  kind  of  wager  had  ever  been  recover- 
able in  the  courts  of  Pennsylvania.  So  also  in  the  case  of  Adams 
V.  Insurance  Company,  1  Rawle,  97,  it  was  asserted  that  in  this 
State  a  gaming  policy  cannot  be  enforced.  We  need  not  stop  to 
consider  at  length  the  principles  upon  which  these  decisions  rest, 
for  they  must  be  obvious  to  every  sound  moralist.  The  gambler  is, 
as  a  rule,  reckless  and  dangerous,  and  seldom  hesitates  at  the  means 
necessary  to  secure  his  bet.  We  have  within  our  own  knowledge 
a  case  in  which  a  wagering  policy  on  a  life  resulted  in  murder. 
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So  far  however  as  the  policy  itself  is  in  this  case  concerned,  we 
must  take  it  as  valid;  nothing  to  the  contrary  appears  from  the 
evidence,  and  its  validity  seems  not  to  have  been  questioned  in  the 
court  below.  The  sole  inquiry  then  is,  to  whom  do  the  proceeds 
belong?  Was  the  court  right  in  holding  that  they  could  not  go  to 
Jacobs,  the  beneficiary  named  in  the  certificate,  or  to  the  defendant, 
his  assignee,  because  of  their  want  of  interest  in  the  assured  life  ? 
If  so,  judgment  was  properly  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  for  in  that 
case  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  risk  remained  in  Jacob  Moose 
and  the  representatives  of  his  estate.  We  do  not  overlook  the  fact 
that  the  status  of  Jacobs  is  the  point  of  this  case,  for  if  he  was  the 
proper  and  lawful  beneficiary,  then  even  were  Gilbert  without 
right,  the  plain tiflfe  could  not  recover,  for  the  proceeds  •f  the 
policy  would  belong  to  Jacobs,  and  on  the  other  hand,  if  his  claim 
was  not  good  he  had  nothing  to  assign  to  the  defendant.  But  as  a 
beneficiary  merely,  having  no  interest  in  the  life,  it  seems  to  us  very 
clear  that  he  could  lawfully  have  no  interest  in  the  policy.  For  if 
we  admit  the  contrary;  if  we  admit  that  one  man  may  insure  his 
life  for  the  benefit  of  another,  who  is  neither  a  relative  nor  a  creditor, 
our  whole  doctrine  concerning  wagering  policies  goes  by  the  board. 
The  very  foundation  of  that  doctrine  is  that  no  one  shall  have  a 
beneficial  interest  of  any  kind  in  a  life  policy  who  is  not  presumeil 
to  be  interested  in  the  preservation  of  the  life  insured.  But  in  the 
case  supposed  the  presumption  is  inverted;  the  beneficiary  is  di- 
rectly interested  in  the  death  of  the  assured.  Moreover  if  such  a 
transaction  were  permitted,  the  wager  could  always  be  concealed 
under  the  mere  form  of  the  policy.  Nor  can  we  see  that  did  the 
defendant's  case  depend  on  an  assignment  directly  from  Moose  to 
himself,  how  it  would  be  bettered  in  the  least.  The  reserved  point 
alleges  that  Gilbert  took  the  assignment  for  the  purpose  of  specula- 
tion, and  of  this  there  can  be  no  doubt,  for  for  what  other  purpose 
could  it  have  been  taken?  But  speculation  on  what?  The  life  of 
Moose,  and  the  sooner  that  wjis  determined  the  better  the  specula- 
tion. If  there  is  any  difference  between  this  and  an  original  wager 
|M)li(v,  I  (onfess  I  cannot  see  it.  Under  the  case  put,  Gilbert,  us 
jissignce,  undertakes  to  pay  the  assessments;  he  pays  one,  say  for 
example,  of  810,  and  the  sole  and  only  consideration  for  that  pay- 
ment is  the  chance  that  the  life  may  fall  in  before  the  next  assess- 
ment, and  that  for  his  #10  he  may  get  $100  or  perchance  $1,000. 
Between  this  and  the  bet  in  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Ives^  1  Rawle, 
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36,  on  the  life  of  Napoleon  Bonaparte,  we  can  see  no  material  dif- 
ference.    Both  are  wagers,  and  both  dependent  on  the  contingency 
^^  a  life.     No  semblance  of  authority  from  either  Pennsylvania  or 
federal  courts   has  been  adduced  in  support  of  the  position  h«^- 
sunaed  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  except  a  dictum  of  Judge  Shahs- 
^ooD,  then  president  of  the  District  Court  of  Philadelphia,  in  the 
case  of  Insurance  Company  v.  Rohertshaw,  26  Penn.  St.  189.     Not 
only  is  the  case  itself  very  far  from  being  in  point,  but  even  the  lan- 
j?aage  cited  was  intended  to  have  no  application  to  a  case  like  that  in 
controversy. 
The  position  assumed  by  the  learned  judge  is  that  Where  a  policy 
is  doTiafide  and  founded  upon  an  insurable  interest,  the  assignment 
oi-  ^iit  of  it,  to  a  friend  or  other  person,  is  no  fraud  upon  the  in- 
snrATxcQ  company  by   which   it    was   issued.     This   however  is  a 
poaii^ion  not  controverted  in  the  suit  now   under  consideration. 
ThGT'etoTe  admitting  this  dictum  to  be  authority  in  a  case  proper 
/5>r  f  fcs  application,  it  is  certainly  not  so  in  the  case  in  hand. 

^V"-hon  we  pass  from  our  own  courts  to  those  of  neighboring  States 
^&   fir^ci  such  difference  in  the  decisions  upon  this  subject  that  as 
ao  tlior^ty  they  afford  us  little  or  no  help  in  the  way  of  a  definite 
con  collision.     In  Rhode  Island,  Clark  v.  AUm,  11  R.  I.  439;  s.  c, 
^  -A.  XXX.  Rep.  496,  it  has  been  held  that  the  assignment  of  a  life 
polic^^y    to  one  having  no  interest  in  the  life  insured  is  good.      On 
the   ot*lx.er  hand,  in  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Rusey,  Life  Insurance 
'^'  *    ^^^    N.  Y.  516,  the  doctrine  appears  to  be,  and  this  independ- 
ently   o.^  the  statute  of  that  State  avoiding  wagering  contracts  of 
ever-y    ^^3rt^  that  a  policy  obtained  by  a  party  having  no  interest  in 
Jh^     8x:x  t^ject  matter  of  the  insurance   is  a  mere  wager  and  void. 
^Pl>o^.^^^  to  this  we  have  the  case  of  the  Trenton  Mutual  Life  and 
.  ^    -^^^^^.surance  Co.  v.  Johnson,  4  Zabr.  576,  where  it  was  deter- 
"^^^^^^^      ^hat  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a 
1^    '^y        ^3n  the  life  of  another  to  show  that  he  had  an  interest  in 
*^  ^    ^i:^«,  and  this,  as  it  appears,  on  the  ground  that  wagers  on  in- 
^^'^'^^^^^t  questions  are  not  prohibited  by  the  laws  of  New  Jersey. 
"^^    abistain  from  further  citation  of  these  conflicting  opinions, 
**h^^^    it    involves  but  useless  labor,  and  turn  to  the  federal  decisions, 
^     ^*v    xxext  to  our  own  are  of  the  most  value  in  our  discussion.     Of 
^^T^   ^^^  ^^^^  *^^  directly  in  point:  Cammack  v.  Lewis,  15  Wall. 
^^2^^^^^  Warnock  v.  Davis,  14  Otto,  775.    In  the  first  of  these  the 
tft^xs  ^.xr^  briefly  as  follows:  Lewis  insured  his  life  for  $3,000  and 
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assigned  the  policy  to  Cammack  to  whom  he  owed  $70.  Cammack 
paid  the  first  year's  premium,  and  upon  the  death  of  the  assured, 
some  seven  months  afterward,  received  from  the  company  the 
amount  due  on  the  risk.  Of  this  he  paid  $1,000  to  Mrs.  Lewis 
and  kept  the  balance.  To  recover  this  money  suit  was  brought 
against  Cammack  by  the  administrators  of  Lewis,  and  it  was  held 
that  they  could  recover  the  whole  amount  received  by  the  defend- 
ant less  premiums  by  him  paid  and  other  just  offsets.  In  the 
opinion,  which  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  it  was  said 
that  the  transaction  with  Cammack  was  a  wager;  that  the  dispro- 
portion between  the  debt  and  the  amount  received  by  him  deprived 
the  matter  of  all  pretense  of  being  a  bona, fide  effort  to  secure  a  debt; 
that  the  strength  of  this  proposition  was  not  diminished  by  the  fact 
that  Cammack  was  to  get  but  $2,000  out  of  the  $3,000,  nor  was  it 
weakened  by  the  further  fact  that  the  policy  was  taken  out  by 
Lewis  and  assigned  to  Oammack.  In  the  second  case  the  facts 
were  that  the  decedent  had  in  his  life-time  agreed  with  the  de- 
fendants to  procure  a  policy  on  his  life,  they  to  pay  the  fees  and 
assessments,  and  on  his  death  to  be  entitled  to  nine-tenths'  of  the 
insurance.  In  purauance  with  this  arrangement  a  policy  was  pro- 
cured and  assigned  to  the  defendants,  who  after  the  death  of  the 
assured  received  from  the  insurers  nine-tenths  of  the  amount  due 
on  the  policy.  Here  again  it  was  held  on  suit  by  the  adminis- 
trators of  the  estate  of  the  assured  that  they  were  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  money  received  by  the  defendants  on  the  said  policy. 

In  the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Field,  the  case  of  Cam- 
mack V.  Lewis  is  approved  and  cited  as  sustaining- the  doctrine  that 
the  assigning  of  a  policy  to  a  party  not  having  an  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  is  as  objectionable  as  though  the  policy  were  taken  in 
the  assignee's  own  name. 

These  authorities  in  connection  with  our  own  remove  all  hesita- 
tion concerning  the  rectitude  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  below. 

If  however  the  question  were  one  of  first  impression  and  to  be 
settled  on  the  ground  of  public  morality  and  judicial  policy;  we 
could  hardly  fail  to  reach  the  same  conclusion.  So  fraught  with 
dishonesty  and  disaster,  and  so  dangerous  even  to  human  life  has 
this  life  insurance  gambling  become  that  its  toleration  in  courts  of 
justice  ought  not  for  one  moment  to  be  thought  of. 

Judgtnefit  affirmed. 
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(104  PeDD.  St.  286.) 
Statute  of  limitations  — fraud. 

Where  a  debtor  disclosed  to  the  administrator  of  his  creditor  the  fact  of  his  in- 
debtedness, but  omitted  to  state  the  amount,  this  is  not  such  frandolent  con- 
cealment as  will  toll  the  statute  of  limitations. 

ACTION  on  a  promissory  note.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 
The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

A  B,  Kurtz  and  E.  T.  Kurtz,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

A  B,  McConih,  for  defendant  in  error. 

6^SKEN,  J.     This  action  was  brought  in  1882  upon  a  note  given 

on  -April  15,  1848,  thirty-four  years  after  the  cause  of  action  ac- 

c?rxie<i.     To  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitation  it  was  replied  that 

the   defendant  had  been  guilty  of  such  fraud  as  to  prevent  its  oper- 

atioi^    ^8  a  bar.     The  alleged  fraud  consisted  in  withholding  full  in 

fonxiai.i;ion  as  to  the  true  amount  of  the  debt.     The  payee  of  the 

i^ot^.^       R.  W.  McElevey,  died  in  1849.     Administration  upon  his 

^®t;^t^    was  granted  on  August-  22,  1849,  to  his  brother  John  Me- 

Sle AT^y,  the  present  plaintiff.     On  June  25, 1850,  David  Sankey,  the 

^«fe^i:i<iant,  executed  and  delivered  a  deed  to  Amanda  McElevey,  a 

sister   of  the  payee,  for  lot  No.  39   in  New  Castle,  for  the  nominal 

coasi deration  of  $1,000,  alleging  that  the  conveyance  was  made  in- 

pursnance  of  a  contract  between  him  and  the  payee  that  he  would 

convey  the  lot  to  Amanda  in  discharge  of  indebtedness  for  money 

borro^red  by  the  defendant  from  the  payee.     The  defendant  alleged, 

an*  testified  that  he  informed  the  parties,  including  Amanda  and 

Jolm  ai^^j  their  mother  Sarah,  of  the  whole  transaction,  stating  tho 

^hole  amount  of  the  debt.     At  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  long  befoiv 

^  action  was  brought,  Sarah,  the  mother,  and  Amanda  were  dend. 

^^^  being  alive  testified  that  the  amount  of  the  loan  was  not  stated 

y    *ie  ciefendant  when  the  deed   was  made,  and  the  court  left  t  o 

jury  the  question  whether  the  defendant's  allegation  on  that 

^^^t  Was  true,  charging  that  if  it  was  not,  his  conduct  was  sutli 

^^  us  would  toll  tho  statute.     In  this  we  think  there  was  error. 
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The  learned  judge  charged  the  jury  that  there  was  no  obligation  on 
the  part  of  David  Sankey  to  make  known  the  fact  of  his  indebted- 
ness, and  that  if  he  had  said  nothing  the  action  would  have  been 
barred.     But  he  said  if  the  defendant  did  speak  at  all  he  was  bound 
to  tell  the  whole  truth,  and  for  not  doing  so  he  forfeited  the  pro- 
tection of  the  statute.    It  is  diflScult  to  understand  upon  what  prin- 
ciple this  theory  can  be  sustained.     We  are  not  furnished  with  a 
single  authority  either  by  the  learned  judge  of  the  court  below,  or 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  in  error,  in  support 
i)f  this  proposition,  and  it  seems  untenable.     If  it  be  conceded,  a& 
indeed  it  is,  and  must  be,  that  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor 
merely  is  not  a  relation  of  trust  and  confidence,  imposing  upon  the 
debtor  the  duty  of  information  either  to  the  creditor  or  his  repre- 
sentative, of  the  fact  and  extent  of  his  indebtedness,  and  therefore 
that  he  is  guilty  of  no  fraud  if  he  withholds  all  information,  how 
can  he  be  guilty  of  fraud  if  he  does  impart  some  information  and 
withholds  only  a  part?    To  so  hold  would  seem  to  be  making  the 
less  greater  than  the  whole.     According  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
court  below  the  defendant  was  under  no  obligation  to  inform  the 
plaintiff  of  the  fact  of  his  indebtedness  to  the  intestate,  and  if  he 
gave  no  information  at  all,  said  nothing  whatever  upon  the  subject, 
he  was  guilty  of  no  fraud,  and  his  plea  of  the  statute  would  be  a 
perfect  bar.     But  if  he  did  tell  the  plaintiff  that  he  owed  the  in- 
testate, but  did  not  tell  him-  how  much  he  owed  him,  then  he  was 
guilty  of  fraud  and  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  the  statute.     In  this 
case  the  plaintiff  admits  that  in  1850  when  the  defendant  made  the 
deed  to  Amanda  for  the  lot,  he  did  tell  him  he  had  borrowed  money 
from  Robert  McElevey  and  that  he  was  to  make  a  deed  to  Amanda, 
but  that  he  did  not  name  the  amount.     He  testified  thus:  *'He 
(Sankey),  made  the  remark  to  me  shortly  after  I  took  out  letters 
of  administration,  that  he  had  borrowed  a  certain  amount  of  money 
not  naming  the  amount,  from  my  brother,  saying  it  was  the  desire 
of  Robert  that  he  should  make  the  title  to  Amanda  for  the  consid- 
enition  of  $825  or  $850,  he  said  to  me  for  the  lot,  or  the  same 
amount  which  he  claimed  was  bid  off  in  Mercer  county.     Q.  Rob- 
ert McElevey  was  to  have  credit  for  it?    A,  Yes,  sir.     Q.  With 
the  amount?     A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  $825.50.  Mr.  Sankey  said  to  me 
that  was  to  be  the  amount  that  he  was  to  deed  the  lot  to  Amand^  for. 
Q.  How  did  the  amount  come  to  be  mentioned  or  alluded  to  in  that 
conversation?     How  d\(\  he  come  to  refer  to  the  amount  in  dollars 
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and  cents?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  that  was  the  amount    He 

'^d  he  had  borrowed  some  money  from  Robert  not  naming  the 

'Amount .     This  was  in  1849  and  the  deed  was  not  made  out  for 

^^ore  than  a  year  after  that,  and  the  deed  was  made  in  my  presence 

^0  me  and  signed  in  my  presence  by  his  wife  and  him.    I  found 

Ae  deed  to  be  a  thousand  dollars,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Sankey,  *  This 

cannot  be  possible,  for  I  got  information  from  you  that  it  was  to 

^  1825  or  $850  or  whatever  the  amount  was  that,  was  knocked 

down  by  the  sheriff  in  Mercer  county,'  and  I  took  exception  to 

patting  it  at  $1,000  at  the  time.     He  gave  me  no  information  at 

«/i.       Q.  Did  he  say  any  thing  about  how  much  he  got  from  Robert 

-JfcjBttevey?*  A.  No,  sir;  he  never  told  me  or  any  one  else,  and  I 

^G&a  he  didn't  know  himself." 

Xn  ^ew  of  this  testimony  it  is  amazing  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
^k:  the  defendant  how  much  he  borrowed  from  Robert.  He  gives 
^0  e3c:;planation  of  his  omission  to  make  this  inquiry,  nor  does  he  at 
*U  Allege  that  the  defendant  gave  him  any  false  amount  as  being 
the  si:i3n  borrowed.  Where  then  is  the  fraud?  It  was  the  right  of 
the  j>laintiff  to  request  and  insist  upon  exact  information,  and  if 
it  wji^  not  furnished  he  could  have  commenced  appropriate  pro- 
^^^iiri^s  at  once,  when  the  facts  were  of  recent  occurrence  and 
partici^  and  witnesses  were  living.  He  knew  the  fact  of  indebted- 
ness, :^^j.  lY^Q  defendant  had  himself  informed  him  of  it.  He  knew 
that  "tlxe  defendant  alleged  that  the  deed  was  to  be  made  on  ac- 
cottxit,  or  in  payment  of  the  debt,  for  that  also  the  defendant  told 
bnk.  Yet  he  makes  no  further  inquiry,  though  his  attention  was 

attniC5t;^d  to  the  subject  of  amount  by  a  discrepancy  between  the 
8uia  Xi^^med  in  the  deed  and  a  different  sum  which  he  said  had 
"^*^  ^Kxamed  by  the  defendant  as  the  intended  consideration.     He 
con^ro.^^(5eg  no  proceedings  but  lies  by  for  thirty-two  years  after 
the  n^ost  material  facts  were  disclosed  to  him  by  the  defendant, 
*"^  tlxen  brings  suit  because  the  amount  of  the  loan  and  the  fact 
^hat  ^  note  had  been  given  were  not  disclosed  to  him.     Without 
^^y  ^Confidential  relation  existing  between  them,  without  any  af- 
nrnxH.tive  act  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  without  having  parted 
A*itt\    jj^xiy  property  or  right  in  consequence  of  any  falsehood  or 
iicceit  of  the  defendant,  he  now  after  a  delay  of  nearly  a  third  of  a 
^^entin^  seeks  to  compel  the  payment  of  a  debt  founded  upon  an 
^^ruitiai^  loan  of  money,  and  in  a  common-law  action,  by  one  who 
^weu  Vi^im  jjQ  d^i-y  Qf  information,  yet  did  inform  him  of  every  ma- 
T0L.XLIX  — 73 
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terial  fact  which  would  have  established  his  liability.  The  only 
omitted  fact  is  one  which  would  determine  merely  the  pecuniary 
extent  of  the  liability,  but  of  that  fact  the  plaintiff  was  necessarily 
put  upon  inquiry  when  the  other  facts  were  communicated  to  him. 
It  is  certainly  not  the  law  that  one  who  is  merely  a  debtor  to  an- 
other is  bound  to  inform  the  creditor  of  the  fact  of  the  indebted- 
ness. Nor  if  the  creditor  dies,  does  such  a  duty  arise  in  favor  of 
his  legal  representative.  Hence  there  is  neither  fraud  nor  breach 
of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  in  failing  to  impart  such  infor- 
mation. 

It  was  held  in  Barton  v.  Dickens,  48  Penn.  St.  518,  that  the  trust* 
not  reached  or  affected  by  the  statute  of  limitations  are  ttiose  techni- 
cal and  continuing  trusts  which  are  not  cognizable  at  law  but  fall 
within  the  proper  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity. 
On  page  523  Agnew,  J.,  said:  "Analogies  if  resorted  to  are  ad- 
verse to  the  opinion  of  the  court  below;  as  where  the  fiduciary- 
relation  ceases  to  exist  at  a  known  period,  or  where  the  relation  is 
snch  as  to  put  the  plaintiff  upon  inquiry  and  demand.  Thus  the 
right  of  action  of  a  ward  against  his  former  guardian  is  barred 
after  six  years  from  his  arrival  at  age.*'  In  Camphell  v.  Boygn,  id. 
524,  it  was  held  tliat  the  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  in 
favor  of  an  attorney  in  fact,  and  even  of  an  attorney  at  law,  for  not 
paying  over  money  collected,  from  the  time  of  collection  and  not 
fn)m  the  time  notice  is  given  of  the  receipt  of  the  money. 

It  is  true  that  where  a  plaintiff  has  been  kept  in  ignorance  of  a 
canso  of  action  by  the  actual  fraud  of  the  defendant,  the  fact  of  the 
fraiul  is  a  good  reply  to  the  plea  of  the  statute.  This  was  the  cast* 
in  liricJccr  v.  LUjhtner^s  ExWs,  40  Penn.  St.  199,  where  the  defendant 
snatched  tlie  notes  in  suit  from  the  desk  of  the  deceased  payee  on 
flu*  morning  after  his  death,  and  thereby  concealed  the  knowledge 
of  them  from  his  representative.  It  was  the  positive  fraudulent 
act  of  the  defendant  which  deprived  him  of  the  benefit  of  the  stat- 
ute. So  also  the  mere  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  cause  of  action 
by  the  debtor,  if  it  be  by  means  of  an  affirmative  act,  may  operate  to 
prevent  the  bar  of  the  statute.  As  in  the  case  of  Wickersham  v. 
JjeCy  83  Penn.  St.  4IG,  where  the  plaintiffs  were  misled  by  false  infor- 
mation given  them  as  to  the  collection  of  a  claim  which  had  been  in- 
trusted to  the  defendants.  The  plaintiffs  had  constantly  applied 
for  information  and  that  which  they  received  was  not  true  in  fact. 
In  the  ojnnion  it  was  said:     **  So  long  as  they  (the  agents)  give  him 
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(the  creditor)  to  understand  that  his  claim  is  uncollected  he  is  put 
off  his  guard.  The  duty  of  inquiry  lies  on  him  but  having  made 
inquiry  of  his  agents  and  being  misinformed  by  them  they  cannot 
set  up  the  statute,  when  they  have  misled  him  and  thereby  induced 
Iiim  to  delay  his  action."  The  same  doctrine  is  well  illustrated  in 
the  case  of  Ferris  v.  Henderson,  2  Jones,  49,  where  there  was  actual 
fraud  and  fraudulent  concealment  by  means  of  false  affirmation  as 
to  the  plaintiflTs  condition  of  servitude,  in  consequence  and  by 
means  of  which  he  was  deterred  from  bringing  his  ^u5tion  for  many 
years,  and  it  was  held  these  facts  constituted  a  good  reply  to  the 
plea  of  the  statute. 

The  subject  of  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  cause  of  action  was 
very  fully  considered  in  the  case  of  Troup  v.  Smith,  20  Johns.  33 . 
It  was  there  held  that  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  negligence, 
want  of  skill  and  fraud  in  the  performance  of  work,  the  defendant 
liuving  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
reply  a  fraudulent  concealment  of  the  badness  of  the  work  by  the 
defendant  so  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  discover  the  fraud  until 
within  six  years  of  the  commencement  of  the  work,  so  as  to  deprive 
the  defendant  of  the  protection  of  the  statute.  The  same  rule  whu 
held  in  the  cases  of  Smith  v.  Bishop,  9  Vt.  110 ;  31  Am.  Dec. 
t07;  Fee  v.  Fee,  10  Ohio,  469;  36  Am.  Dec.  103;  Allen  v.  Millie, 
17  Wend.  202 ;  Bains  v.  Williams,  3  Ired.  481.  The  doctrine 
is  specially  applicable  in  common-law  actions  in  which  the  courts 
hold  themselves  bound  by  the  explicit  provisions  of  the  statute 
of  hmitations.  But  even  in  courts  of  equity  we  apprehend  that 
there  mast  be  some  relation  of  trust  and  confidence  between  the 
parties  imposing  a  duty  to  give  information  or  some  affirmative 
act  of  fraud,  something  more  than  mere  silence,  which  will  suffice 
to  defeat  the  operation  of  the  statute,  where  the  basis  of  the 
reply  to  the  statute  is  concealment  of  the  cause  of  action.  In  the 
recent  and  very  excellent  work  of  Wood  on  Limitation  of  Actions, 
at  p.  586,  §  274,  the  subject  of  the  effect  of  fraud  on  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitations  is  very  fully  and  ably  presented.  He 
shows  that  in  some  of  the  States  it  is  expressly  provided  by  law  that 
the  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  cause  of  action  shall  be  a  bar  to  the 
running  of  the  statute,  except  from  the  time  of  its  discovery.  As  to 
these  he  says  on  page  590,  section  276,  ''  The  provision  that  if  a  per- 
son liable  to  an  action  shall  conceal  the  fact  from  the  knowledge  of  the 
person  entitled  thereto  the  jiction  mav  be  commenced  at  anv  time 
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within  the  period  of  limitation  after  the  discovery  of  the  cause  of 
action,  applies  to  causes  of  action  for  fraud,  as  well  as  to  other  causes 
of  action;  but  the  concealment  contemplated  by  the  statute  is  some- 
thing more  than  mei*e  silence;  it  must  be  of  an  affirmatiye  charac- 
ter and  must  be  alleged  and  proved  so  as  to  bring  the  case  clearly 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute." 
[Omitting  a  minor  point.] 

Judgment  reversed. 


PiTTBBITBGH  SOUTHEBN   RAILWAY    GOKPAa'Y   T.  TaYLOR. 

(104  Penn.  St.  806.) 

Negligenee  —  contributory  —  obstruction  to  higJwoay, 

The  defendants'  cars  had  run  off  the  track  at  a  highway  crossing.  The  plaint- 
if!  undertaking  to  drive  a  horse  over  the  crossing,  the  horse  showed  fright 
at  the  upturned  cars,  but  the  plaintiff  persisted,  the  horse  ran  and  the  plaint- 
iff was  injured.  There  was  another  road  near,  which  the  plaintiff  might 
have  taken.     Held,  that  he  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.* 

ACTION  for  personal  injuries  by  negligence.      The  head-not^ 
states  the  point.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

George  W.  Guthrie  and  W,  F.  Wright^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Boyd  Crumrine  and  ./.  F,  Taylor^  for  defendant  in  error. 

Paxson,  J.  In  the  court  below  the  plaintiff  claimed  damages 
from  the  Pittsburgh  Southern  Railway  Company,  for  personal 
injuries  to  himself  and  wife  consequent  upon  the  alleged  negligence 
of  the  company  in  allowing  two  of  its  cars  to  remain  off  the  track 
an  unreasonable  length  of  time  at  the  crossing  of  a  public  highway, 
tliereby  causing  plaintiff's  horse  to  take  fright  and  run  off,  break- 
ing his  carriage  and  harness,  and  inflicting  serious  personal  injuries 
upon  his  wife  and  himself. 

It  appears  that  on  Sunday  night,  December  15,  1879,  a  train  of 
defendant  company's  empty  flat  cars  was  being  backed  down  its 
road  to  the  Enterprise  Coal  Works,  some  three  miles  distant  It 
*  See  Toton  of  Albion  v.  Hetrick  (90  Ind.  545),  46  Am.  Hep.  280;  47  id.  744. 
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was  a  dark,  stormy  night,  and  when  the  train  reached  the  place 
where  the  Pittsburgh  and  Washington  turnpike  road  crosses  the 
railroad,  three  of  the  cars  ran  off  the  track  and  were  overturned. 
An  effort  was  made  by  the  train  hands  to  get  the  care  back  on  the 
track,  but  they  only  succeeded  with  one  of  them.  The  other  two 
were  not  removed  until  the  following  Saturday.  There  was  a  fill 
of  several  feet  in  the  turnpike  road  to  enable  it  to  cross  the  railroad, 
and  up  the  slope  caused  by  the  fill,  the  carriage-way  was  narrow, 
say  ten  to  twelve  feet  in  width.  The  two  cars  left  were  overturned 
mostly  outside  of  the  limits  of  the  turnpike  road,  and  wholly  out- 
side the  travelled*  portion  of  it.  The  plaintiff  was  a  farmer  living 
about  half  a  mile  from  this  crossing.  The  morning  after  the  oc- 
currence he  started  with  his  wife  to  drive  over  this  road  in  a  wagon 
with  one  hoi*8e.  He  had  previously  been  informed  of  the  accident 
by  Mr.  Hughes,  a  neighbor,  as  will  appear  by  the  following  extract 
from  plaintiff's  own  testimony:  *'  He  (Hughes)  told  me  there  was 
some  cars  off  the  track,  and  that  his  horse  had  frightened  at  them, 
but  I  did  not  jmy  much  attention,  for  I  did  not  know  any  thing 
about  the  position  of  them,  and  I  did  not  care  very  much,  for  I 
thought  I  had  as  quiet  a  horse  as  was  in  the  country.  ♦  *  *  X 
did  not  think  there  was  any  danger  at  all,  I  thought  the  horse  was 
so  very  quiet."  It  also  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  might  have 
avoided  the  crossing  by  a  way  through  one  of  his  fields;  one  of  the 
witnesses  did  so.  When  the  plaintiff  approached  the  crossing,  the 
following  is  what  occurred,  taken  from  his  statement  on  the  wit- 
ness stand:  "  When  I  came  here  the  horse  stopped,  as  I  said  before; 
my  wife  wanted  to  know  if  she  would  get  out;  I  told  her  I  thought 
there  was  no  danger,  and  I  took  the  horse  by  the  bit  and  walked 
rather  before  the  horse,  because  if  you  lead  a  horse  up  to  a  thing 
he  has  more  confidence;  he  kept  his  eye  kind  of  on  this  obstruction, 
but  did  not  appear  to  make  any  fuss,  and  followed  me  right  up; 
just  about  the  time  the  wheels  got  over  the  railroad  ti^ack  I  stepped 
from  before  him  to  the  side  of  him,  but  never  unloosed  my  hold, 
but  still  had  tight  hold  of  him;  just  about  the  time  the  wheels  got 
across,  and  as  he  stepped  to  one  side,  he  kind  of  turned  to  me  jiiid 
threw  up  his  head  and  leaped  right  off;  I  never  saw  such  jumping. 
I  held  on  to  him;  the  ground  was  very  steep,  and  I  had  not  much 
more  than  this  much  room  to  hold  the  horse,  and  I  could  not  have 
held  him  any  how;  my  wife  held  on  to  the  reins,  and  I  held  on,  uiul 
we  went  down  over  this  bank,  and  after  we  got  down  over  this 
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steep  part  to  where  it  was  level,  and  I  got  him  a  little  to  one  side, 
I  suppose  my  arm  broke  and  then  the  horse  ran  away;  the  horse 
rsin  about  thirty  rods  on  tlie  straight  road;  there  was  another  road 
came  in  there,  and  he  turned  off  the  main  road  and  took  through 
a  post-and-rail  fence;  one  wheel  caught  on  the  fence  and  the  horse 
buret  right  through  and  broke  every  thing  to  pieces,  and  my  wife 
fell  among  the  fragments;  I  have  no  recollection  of  falling  but  I  got 
uj)  and  ran  as  fjist  as  T  could.''  Upon  cross-examination  he  said: 
•*  I  did  not  say  to  John  Slater  or  any  other  person  that  the  horse 
did  not  scare  at  the  cars;  I  said  he  sCar'fed  at  something;  the  horse 
knew  that  thing  was  back  of  him  as  well  as  I  did,  and  he  watched 
it  all  the  way  across;  I  said  that  he  might  have  taken  fright  at  the 
buggy  and  thought  it  was  that  thing  after  him;  he  might  have 
thought  the  top  of  the  buggy  was  the  thing  that  he  was  afraid  of; 
I  was  surprised  as  much  at  the  horse  scaring  as  any  person." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Seventeen  assign- 
ments of  error  were  filed  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  below.  The 
questions  involved  in  said  assignments  will  now  be  considered. 

[Omitting  other  points.] 

Tlie  defendant's  seventh  point  raised  the  question  of  contributory 
negligence,  and  the  learned  judge  was  asked  to  say:  "  That  if  the 
jury  find  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  plaintiff  knew  that  the 
cars  were  off  the  track  at  or  near  the  crossing;  that  the  cars  tis 
phiced  were  calculated  to  frighten  ordinarily  quiet  or  gentle  horses; 
that  as  plaintiff  approached  the  crossing  his  horse  showed  that  he 
was  afraid  of  the  cars;  that  plaintiff  had  another  road,  which  was 
safe  and  convenient,  by  which  he  could  have  pursued  his  journey, 
it  was  contributory  negligence  on  his  part  to  persist  in  attem2)ting 
to  pass,  and  he  cannot  recover  in  this  action."  This  point  the 
learned  judge  refused,  saying,  "  The  plaintiff  had  a  legal  right  to 
pass  over  the  highway,  and  if  he  used  due  precaution  in  passing  the 
defendant's  cars  in  order  to  prevent  an  accident,  he  was  not  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence." 

The  abstract  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  pass  along  the  highway 
notwithstanding  the  obstruction  is  admitted.  It  is  not  necessarily 
involved  in  the  case.  It  is  outside  of  the  true  question.  A  man  is 
lis  much  bound  to  avoid  a  known  danger  on  a  public  highway  as 
anywhere  else.  Such  obstructions  are  always  liable  to  occur;  the 
j)erson  or  }X'rsons  by  whose  negligence  they  have  been  phiced  there 
or  .^ufTiTod  to  remain  may  be  liable  in  damages  to  the  parties  in- 
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iured  thereby  where  they  haye  used  reasonable  care  to  avoid  such 

^t^jury,  but  it  would  be  a  harsh  rule  to  hold  that  because  a  man  has 

*^  right  to  pass  along  a  public  road  he  is  under  no  duty  to  avoid 

^  known  danger;  such  is  not  the  law.     The  contrary  was  ruled  in 

J'orks  Township  v.  ^iru/,  84  Penn.  St  230.     In  that  case  the  plaintiff 

'^fought  an  action  against  the  township  for  injuries  received  under 

^^H' following  circumstances:     In  descending  a  mountain  four  or 

*Jve  miles  from  Forks ville,  along  a  dug  way,  the  wagon  slid  off  the 

^oad,  dragging  the  horses  with  it,  and  the  mare  of  the  plaintiff  was 

Awiied,  either  by  the  fall  or  by  choking  to  death  before  she  was  ex- 

^rjcHted.     The  road  was  ten  or  twelve  feet  wide,  and  the  upper  side 

*»'ad'  from  six  to  ten  inches  higher  than  the  lower,  with  a  uniform 

^/esceiiding  inclination  from  the  bank  to  the  edge  on  the  lower  side. 

-yt  thia  point  there  were  no  guard  logs  along  the  edge  for  a  distance 

'^f  thirty  or  forty  feet.     There  was  a  spring  on  the  upper  side  with 

•*  fiJiuico  way  across,  partially  stopped  up,  and  the  water  flowed  over 

'^^    highway  and  froze  on  the  surface.     Rain  had  fallen  the  day 

>ef<>j-^  the  accident,  the  weather  had  become  suddenly  cold  and  ice 

^^^   ^ox^med  to  an  extent  to  make  travelling  dangerous.     For  ten 

***^>'3     j>reviously  however  there  was  evidence  that  ice  had  been  ac- 

<^urrxxxlj^tiijg^  and  it  was  alleged  that  the  duty  of  the  supervisors  to 

^^1^  "tl^e  highway  in  a  safe  condition  had  been  wholly  neglected. 

^    tix^    trial  the  court  admitted  evidence  that  plaintiff  knew  of  the 

^'^*^^  it  ion  of  the  road,  but  rejected  evidence  to  show  that  he  also 

Jf^^^   c>f  another  road  which  he  might  have  ti-avelled  with  safety. 

^  ^^jection  of  the  latter  evidence  was  assigned  for  error  in  this 

^  *^^>    ^nd  the  judgment  was  reversed  wholly  upon  that  ground, 

*    '^^istice  Woodward  saying:     **  A  person  who  knows  of  a  de- 

^^^     a  highway  and  voluntarily  undertakes  to  test  it,  when  it 

^  t>o  avoided,  cannot  recover  against  the  municipal  authorities 

„,,      *^^^3^s  incurred   through  such   defect.      Whart.    Xeg.,  §   440- 

^  i^    it  appear  that  there  is  danger  of  treading  on  a  piece  of  ice, 

-    ^  plaintiff  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  undertakes  to  walk 

^     ^t>    vhen  he  could  plainly  see  it  and  easily  avoid  it,  and  falls 

,  .y^^^o^iks  a  limb,  he  is  precluded  from  recovery.     Durkin  v.  City 

'  J    '^^V,  61  Barb.  437." 

^^   ^^   ^Ho  later  case  of  the  city  of  Brie  v.  Magillj  101  Penn.  St.  616; 

*^    **^ •   Hep.  739,  the  same  doctrine  was  re-asserted.  There  a  foot  pas- 

^^'^  irk  the  streets  of  a  city  attempted  to  cross  a  high  ridge  of  snow, 

-    ^■^ijipery  on  the  surface,  wliioh  .s1o|xm1  at  an  acute  angle  across  a 
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sidewalk  into  the  street.  While  making  this  attempt  she  fell  and 
sustained  severe  injuries.  The  undisputed  evidence  showed  that 
the  ridge  had  existed  for  about  three  weeks  prior  to  the  accident  and 
that  it  was  commonly  regarded  as  dangerous.  Many  passers-by 
were  in  the  habit  of  turning  out  into  the  street  to  avoid  it.  The 
foot  passenger  in  question  had  previous  knowledge  of  the  condition 
of  the  ridge,  and  it  was  in  the  day  time  that  she  attempted  to  cross 
it.  In  an  action  brought  by  her  against  the  city  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  her  injuries  it  was  held  by  this  court:  1.  That  the  plaint- 
iff had  been  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence  as  to  preclude 
her  right  of  recovery,  and  that  the  jury  should  have  been  so  in- 
structed; and  2.  That  it  was  error  in  such  circumstances  to  leave 
the  question  of  contributory  negligence  to  the  jury.  The  opinion 
of  the  court  was  delivered  by  our  brother.  Green,  who  cited  sev- 
eral authorities  which  fully  sustain  the  text,  amongst  which  may  be 
mentioned  Wilson  v.  City  of  Charleslon,  8  Allen,  137;  Citf/  of  Cen- 
iralia  v.  Krouse,  64  111.  19,  and  Butterfield  v.  Forrester ,  11  East, 
60.  It  was  said  by  Lord  Ellbnbobough  in  the  latter  case:  "  A 
party  is  not  to  cast  himself  upon  an  obstruction  which  has  been 
made  by  the  fault  of  another  and  avail  himself  of  it,  if  he  do  not 
himself  use  common  and  ordinary  caution  to  be  in  the  right." 

The  plaintiff  knew  when  he  started  for  this  crossing  that  the 
cars  were  overturned  by  the  roadside.  He  further  knew  that  a 
neighbor's  horse  had  taken  fright  at  the  cars  that  morning.  By 
crossing  one  of  his  own  fields  he  could  have  avoided  the  danger 
without  inconvenience  to  himself.  Why  did  he  not  do  so  ?  The 
answer  is  plain  from  his  own  testimony  already  cited.  He  trusted 
to  his  horse;  he  did  not  believe  there  was  any  danger.  "I  did 
not  think  there  was  any  danger  at  all;  I  thought  the  horse  wjts  so 
very  quiet,  I  was  surprised  as  much  at  the  horse  scaring  as  any  per- 
son." So  that  it  appears  from  the  plaintiff's  own  statement  that 
although  he  knew  the  overturned  cars  were  likely  to  frighten 
horses,  and  had  in  point  of  fact  done  so  that  morning,  yet  he  did 
not  regard  the  running  away  of  his  horse,  the  destruction  of  his 
wagon  and  the  injuries  to  himself  and  wife  as  the  natural  and 
probable  consequences  to  be  apprehended  from  the  obstruction. 
How  then  can  he  allege  that  the  defendant  company  should  have 
known  it  ?  For  unless  he  can  establish  this  he  cannot  recover.  In 
(li'lermining  what  is  proximate  cause  the  true  rule  is,  that  the  in- 
jury must  be  the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of  the  negli- 
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g^e.nc5^,  such  a  consequence  as  under  the  surrounding  circumstances 
a£    t^h.€3    case  might  and  ought  to  have  been  foreseen  by  the  wrong- 
do^  i-  ^i^B  likely  to  flow  from  his  act.     Railroad  Company  v.  AVr,  60 
Pi3Xi.i3.*     St.  353;  s.  c,  1  Am.  Rep.  431;  Railroad  Company  v.  Hope, 
80     :E^^:m=mxi.  St.  373;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep.  100;  Hoag  v.  Railroad  Com- 
pct-^^S^,      ^6  Penn.  St.  293;  8.  c,  27  Am.   Rep.   653.     The  soundness 
of    1: 1>.:£^  rule  has  not  been  questioned,  and  I  know  of  no  case  to  which 
it  C3s^x:i.      "be  applied  with  greater  propriety  than  to  accidents  resulting 
frorii.    "fcHie  fright  of  a  horse.     If  we  concede  the  right  of  action  to 
ex  i^  fc    it^Dr  such  a  cause,  we  must  be  careful  not  to  relax  the  ruJes  of 
luvir      aa.^z»plicable  to  cases  of  negligence,  otherwise  we  shall  have  a 
])riixc5i^^iBle  which  if  once  established  will,  in  my  judgment,  be  found 
*^^^^^^<^'«-^»-l  t  to  confine  within  reasonable  limits.     The  frightening  of  a 
hoi:*^^     ijs  a  thing  that  cannot  be  anticipated  and  is  governed  by  no 
kao-vvx^^    rules.     In  many  instances  a  spirited  road  horse  will  pass  in 
sax^  t^-     *an  obstruction  that  a  quiet  farm  horse  will  scare  at.     A  leaf, 
*  r*^<^<3^^   of  paper,  a  lady's  shawl  fluttering  in  the  wind,  a  stone  or  a 
gti:i.i:^ci;f>     -jjy  \\^q  wayside  will  sometimes  alarm  even  a  quiet  horse.     I 
^^^^^^y    ^*^^>^>^^ntion  by  way  of  illustration  that  the  severest  fright  I  ever 
*^^^^^^^*^    ^^  horse  to  feel  was  caused  by  the  sunlight  shining  in  through 
tno    -v%r  i  x^dow  of  a  bridge  upon  the  floor.     As  a  general  rule  a  horse 
^\   ^    ^  ^^^  at  what  he  is  not  accustomed  to  seeing.     As  was  said  by  a 
^*    ^^^^s^  in  this  case:  "  A  horse  is  more  apt  to  scare  at  things  out  of 
p  2*ci^    oi  that  he  is  not  used  to.'*     Other  witnesses  said:  **  It  was 
*      ^^^^"^^fiual  thing  there,  sticking  up  so  high,"  and  gave  that  as  the 
^-^^*^    :for  the  scare  of  the  horse.     The  difficulty  of  dealing  with  a 
\  ^^^'ioxi  of  this  kind  in  a  practical  way  is  apparent.     An  illustra- 
^   ^^^    it  may  be  found  in  the  answer  of  the  court  to  the  defend- 
^   eighth  point.     By  said  point  the  learned  judge  was  asked  to 
•  ^*^^^^tthe  jury:  "  That  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  horse  had 
y   I>assed  the  cars;  that  the  immediate  cause  of  the  runaway 
.        *-*x<i  horse  being  frightened  by  the  carriage  top  or  some  object 
;      "*"  ^Ixan  the  cars,  defendant  is  not  liable  in  this  action."     This 
\j^^         ^^ais  answered  as  follows:  **  If  the  cars  had  nothing  to  do 
.  ^    5*^^  horse  taking  fright  in  the  first  place  the  position  assumed 
•  1    .  ^*^    jDoint  would  be  correct.     But  if  he  was  frightened  by  the 
^^    .     ^-^^    the  cars  and  afterward  increased  by  his  mistaking  the 
J.  K^^^  ^P  ^^  ^OTCiQ  other  object  for  the  cai-s,  and  then  in  his  ter- 
rp^^^^lce  away  from  the  plaintiff,  the  company  would  be  liable." 
^^^    Avas  throwing  a  question  of  fact  into  the  jury  box  which  by 
"Vol.  XLIX  — 74 
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no  possibility  could  be  determined  by  them  except  by  a  guess.  The 
liorse  had  passed  the  obstruction  in  safety,  and  according  to  the 
plaintiffs  own  statement  without  being  seriously  alarmed.  He 
then  saw  the  carriage  top  or  something  else  and  commenced  jumi>- 
ing.  How  was  it  i>ossible  for  the  jury  to  ascertain  the  mental 
operation  of  the  mind  of  the  horse,  whether  we  call  it  instinct  or 
reason?  There  is  no  method  for  photographing  such  a  thing,  and 
the  horse  itself  was  an  incompetent  witness.  No  question  of  fact 
is  too  diflBcult  for  a  modem  jury,  but  a  fact  found  without  any 
means  to  ascertain  it  correctly  is  not  entitled  to  much  weight  The 
moment  we  reach  a  point  in  the  trial  of  a  cause  where  a  question 
of  fact  becomes  vital,  and  from  the  nature  of  things  there  is  no 
method  known  to  the  law  by  which  such  fact  can  be  correctly 
ascertained,  it  is  time  for  us  to  pause  and  examine  our  bearings. 
[Omitting  other  points.] 

Judgment  reversed. 


Bruce  v.  Reed. 

a04  Penn.  St    408.) 

Libel  —  neic9pape.r  —  employee. 

The  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  is  Uable  for  a  libel  published  therein  without  ' 
his  knowledge  by  the  editor  in  charge.* 

LIBEL.     The   head-note  states  the   point.     The  plaintiff   had 
judgment  below,  and  appealed. 

John  Dalzell  and  ^S^.  A,  Mc Clung,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
A,  M.  Brown,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Mercur,  C.  J.  The  defendants  are  the  proprietors  of  a  daily 
newspaper,  called  the  Coinmercial  Gazette,  published  in  the  city  of 
Pittsburgh. 

This  suit  is  to  recover  damages  for  the  composing  and  publish- 
ing as  editorial  in  the  columns  of  that  paper,  an  article,  reflecting 
on  the  plaintiff,  which  the  jury  have  found  to  be  libellous. 

*  See  Reg.  v.  HoQyrooJc,  4  Q.  B.  I)iv.  42:  BnrneH  v.  Campbell  (59  N.  H.  128),  47 

Ara.  Rep.  183. 
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The  first  and  second  specificatious  of  error  are  to  the  rejection  of 
evidence  of  substantially  the  same  character,  offered  by  the  plaintiff. 

Whether  the  evidence  was  properly  rejected  depends  on  the  lia- 
bility of  the  defendants  for  the  conduct  of  Dr.  Palmer,  who  was 
one  of  the  editors  of  the  paper. 

A  master  is  liable  for  the  wrongful  act  of  his  servant  when  the 
injury  is  committed  by  authority  of  the  master  either  expressly 
conferred  or  fairly  implied  from  the  i^ature  of  the  employment, 
and  the  duties  thereby  imposed.  1  fil.  Com.  429;  Wood  Mast,  and 
Serv.,  §  279.  He  is  liable  for  the  act  of  his  servant  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment,  and  incident  to  the  performance  of  the 
duties  intrusted  to  him,  although  the  specific  act  of  injury  be  in 
opposition  to  the  express  and  positive  commands  of  the  master.  Id., 
§  307;  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Columbia,  5  Wheat.  326.  This 
may  be  said  to  be  the  settled  rule  of  law  applicable  to  the  liability 
of  masters  generally  for  the  acts  of  their  agents. 

The  liability  of  the  proprietors  of  a  newspaper  for  the  act  of  an 
agent,  to  whose  management  they  have  intrusted  the  paper  is  more 
broad.  The  proprietor  is  presumed  to  have  published  the  libel 
which  appears  therein,  and  in  a  criminal  prosecution  therefor,  it  is 
no  defense  for  him  to  show  that  it  was  published  without  his 
knowledge  and  in  his  absence.  R.  v.  Walter,  3  Esp.  21 ;  King  v. 
Ghilch,  1  Moody  &  Malkin,  433;  Roscoe  Crim.  Ev.  (6th  Am.  ed.) 
621;  Commonwealth  v.  Morgan,  107  Mass.  199. 

The  material  for  this  libel  appears  to  have  been  drawn  from  the 
fact  that  a  reporter  of  the  paper  sought  to  ''  interview  "  the  plaint- 
iff, and  asked  his  opinion,  for  publication,  on  a  question  of  law, 
which  the  plaintiff  declined  to  give,  and  stated  reasons  therefor. 

The  offers,  inter  alia,  were  to  prove  this  conversation,  and  that  if 
was  reported  to  Dr.  Palmer  who  was  in  the  employ  of  the  defend- 
ants, that  he  had  the  charge  and  management  of  the  column  '\\\ 
which  the  article  was  published,  not  subject  to  the  supervision  of 
the  defendants;  that  he  subsequently  wrote,  and  the  defendants 
published  the  libel  in  question;  and  that  Palmer  was  pecuniarily 
irresponsible,  and  is  now  dead.  The  defendants  objected  to  tlie 
evidence,  claiming  it  to  be  incompetent,  as  the  plea  was  "  not  guilty  " 
and  the  only  question  was  that  of  publication.  They  made  no  ob- 
jection to  proving  the  publication  of  the  libellous  article,  but  claimed 
their  liability  was  restricted  to  what  they  actually  published.  The 
court  rejected  both  offers. 
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If  the  defendants  gave  to  Palmer  such  charge  and  control  of  an 
editorial  column,  reserving  no  supervision,  he  was  practically  au- 
thorized by  them  to  write  and  publish  therein  any  article  he 
thought  proper.  The  very  purpose  of  his  employment  was  to  collect 
information  and  write  articles  for  publication.  If  they  imposed 
such  duties  upon  him,  and  gave  him  such  powers,  limited  only  by 
his  discretion,  they  are  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  an  act  of 
his,  clearly  incident  to  the  performance  of  his  duties,  in  the  scope 
of  his  employment.  He  stood  in  their  place.  If  the  libel  was 
written  under  the  authority  of  his  employment  and  in  furtherance 
of  their  business,  they  are  responsible  whether  the  wrong  resulted 
from  his  mere  negligence  or  from  a  wanton  and  reckless  purpose  to 
accomplish  the  business  in  an  unlawful  manner.  Howe  v.  New- 
march,  12  Allen,  49;  Ramsden  v.  Boston  &  Albany  R.  Co,y  104 
Mass.  117;  s.  c,  6  Am.  Rep.  200;  Hawes  v.  Knowles,  114  Mass.  518; 
s.  c,  19  Am.  Rep.  383;  or  from  his  willfulness:  Wood  Mast,  and 
Serv.,  676  and  683.  If  Palmer  were  still  living  he  might  be  sued 
jointly  with  them  for  this  libel,  or  he  and  they  might  be  sued 
separately:  Odgers  Lib.  and  Sland.  *157,  *294.  Every  one  in  any 
way  connected  in  the  publication  of  a  libel  is  equally  responsible 
for  all  the  damages  which  flow  from  that  publication.     Id.  *328. 

It  is  true  it  has  been  held  that  express  malice  in  an  employee 
who  has  written  a  libel  cannot  be  invoked  to  swell  the  damages 
against  the  employer,  if  he  was  ignorant  of  the  publication  and  not 
negligent:  Detroit  Post  Co,  v.  McArthtir,  IQ  Mich.  447;  Scn'pps  v. 
Eeilli/,  38  id.  10;  Robertson  v.  Wylde^  2  Moo.  &  Rob.  101.  It  was 
liowever  held  in  Goddard  v.  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co,,  57  Me. 
202;  s.  c,  2  Am.  Rep.  39,  that  whenever  exemplary  damages  would 
be  recoverable  if  the  act  had  been  done  by  the  master  himself,  they 
are  equally  recoverable  when  the  act  is  done  by  his  servant.  So  in 
Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  §  323,  it  is  said,  **  in  many  instances 
it  has  been  held  not  only  tliat  the  master  is  liable  for  the  wanton 
and  malicious  acts  of  his  servant  in  the  execution  of  the  authority 
given  him  by  the  master,  but  also  tliat  in  all  such  cases  the  wan- 
tonness and  malice  may  be  shown  to  enhance  the  damages,"  citing 
Ilaices  V.  Knowles,  supra.  This  conclusion  flows  logically  from  the 
ground  on  which  the  liability  of  the  master  rests.  If  he  soautlior- 
izcs  tlic  act,  that  he  commits  it  through  the  agency  of  another,  he 
cannot  claim  exemption  from  any  of  the  legal  consequences  flowing 
from  the  act. 
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kis  rule  of  law  is  applicable  to  any  employer,  we  are  unable 
vhy  it  shall  not  apply  to  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper,  who 
's  others  to  write  for  its  columns.     The  proprietors  do  not 
_  reside  in  the  city  in  which  the  paper  is  published.     They 

^^y  t>-^^  in  foreign  countries  much  of  their  time.  They  direct  as  to 
^<9  S^<^  :»^iieral  course  to  be  pursued;  but  do  not  restrict  the  writers  as 
^^  'til^^ci  specific  means  by  which  the  desired  end  shall  be  attained. 
J^  "tl-k^  ^proprietors  are  asked  to  give  the  name  of  the  author  of  any 
»rfcic5T.^fe^_^  they  refuse  to  do  so,  and  a  person  aggrieved,  as  a  general 
^"^^*  ^fc^  ^s&  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  name  of  the  writer.  If  they 
are  :i:i.<z^-t-  held  responsible  for  what  they  cause  to  be  written  and  pub- 
lisn  ^c3^  ^  every  person  connected  therewith  may  escape  those  punitive 
^^^^^^^^S'^ss  which  the  law  frequently  imposes.  As  was  said  in  Barr 
V-  -'1:^0,^;^^^^  g  Norris,  385,  **  the  liberty  of  the  press  should  at  all 
titcx^^  "tDe  justly  guarded  and  protected;  but  so  should  the  reputa- 
^^^^^  O-^  an  individual  against  calumny.  The  right  of  each  is  too 
^^^-^  ^^It^'^e  to  be  encroached  on  by  the  other." 

^  *^<^  defendants  are  charged  with  having  composed,  as  well  as 
*^*"^"-*y^,^^  published,  the  libellous  article.  It  follows  that  evidence  was 
^'^^'^'^i^^ible  to  prove,  for  the  purpose  of  swelling  the  damages,  the 
^^^^^-*^^^,  reckless  or  wanton  conduct  of  the  employee  in  writing  the 
^^^^Ic^^  in  execution  of  authority  given  him  by  the  defendants, 
their  plea  of  not  guilty,  the  defendants  may  prove,  in  miti- 
of  damages,  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  induced  the 
i;o  erroneously  make  the  charge,  provided  such  facts  and 
^stances  do  not  tend  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  charge  made. 
►Allows,  from  reasons  already  given,  the  learned  judge  erred 
"^ng  substantially  as  matter  of  law,  that  if  the  defendants 
personal  knowledge  of  the  article  before  it  was  published, 
^^^^^ei-ward  in  good  faith  did  what  was  reasonable  to  make 
Y-  -n^^^^  ^^^  reparation,  it  was  not  a  case  for  punitive  damages. 
^  ^^acts  were  found  as  stated  they  were  for  the  jury  to  consider 
"^^^ .Ration  of  damages;  but  they  should  not  be  considered  alone, 
^^^^t:rolling  such  damages.  They  should  be  considered  in  con- 
\^^^»^  with  all  the  other  evidence  submitted  to  the  jury  justly 
.^^^^"^  ^  to  enhance  the  damages. 

^    discover  no  error  in  the  third  and  fourth  assignments  to  cor- 

^         *  Ihe  language  of  the  article  did  not  expressly  charge  any 

,    .  ^^^*Jent  or  corrupt  conduct  or  motives.    In  the  declaration  the 

^       ^^'ti  fj  p^^^  j^jg  construction  on  the  meaning  of  the  language  used. 
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The  learned  judge  charged  if  the  jary  found  the  meaning  to  be  as 
there  averred,  it  was  libellous.  The  plaintiflf  has  no  just  cause  of 
comphiint  with  this  answer,  besides  the  jury  found  the  language  to 
be  libellous.    There  is  no  merit  in  the  fifth  assignment. 

Judgment  reversed  and  a  veiitre  fac%as  de  novo  awarded. 


Edmundsok  v.  Wbaqg. 

(MM  Pmiq.  84.500.) 

SUUute —:  canMtmUion — Sunday, 

Where  the  Ust  daj  for  the  performance  of  an  act  bj  statute  falls  on  Sondaj, 
it  may  be  done  on  the  next  daj.* 

ACTION  to  recover  excess  of  interest.     The  opinion  states  the 
case. 

H,  8,  Floyd,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
JS,  P.  Jo7ies,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Stbrrett,  J.  The  act  of  May  28,  1868,  authorizing  the  re- 
covery of  interest  voluntarily  paid  in  excess  of  six  percent,  provides 
that  "  no  action  to  recover  back  any  such  excess  shall  be  sustained 
in  any  court  of  this  Commonwealth  unless  the  same  shall  have  been 
commenced  within  six  months  from  and  after  the  time  of  such  pay- 
ment." This  suit  was  brought  on  Monday,  November  14, 1881,  to 
recover  $529.96,  excess  of  interest,  included  in  payment  made  on 
the  13th  of  May  preceding;  and  the  only  question  presented  by  the 
record  is  whether  tlic  suit  was  commenced  within  the  six  months 
limited  by  the  act.  In  computing  the  time,  according  to  the  rule 
recognized  in  Crmnelien  v.  Brink,  5  Casey,  622.  the  day  on  which 
the  ])ayment  was  made  must  be  excluded.  In  that  case  the  author- 
ities, theretofore  not  entirely  harmonious,  were  ably  reviewed  by 
Mr.  Justice  Porter,  and  the  rational  rule  adopted,  that  where  an 
jvct  of  assembly  requires  a  thing  to  be  done  within  a  certain  time 
from  a  prior  date,  and  deprives  the  party  of  a  right  for  omitting  it, 
the  most  liberal  construction  ought  to  be  chosen  and  the  furthest 
*  See  Crt'Mey  v.  Park9  (75  Me.  387),  46  Am.  Rep.  406.  ^ 
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time  given  from  which  the  reckoning  is  to  be  made.     In  other 
words,  the  day  from  or  after  which  the  count  is  to  be  made  should 
be  excluded  in  computing  the  time  within  which  the  act  may  be 
done.     In  that  portion  of  the  opinion  which  refers  to  statutes  limit- 
ing the  time  within  which  land  sold  for  taxes,  etc.,  may  be  redeemed, 
the  principle  underlying  the  decision  in  that  case  is  explained  as 
follows:     "A  day  is  always  an  indivisible  point  of  time,  except 
where  it  must  be  cut  up  to  prevent  injustice.     In  the  sense  of  these 
statutes,  it  has  neither  length  nor  breadth,  but  simply  position 
without  magnitude.     If  the  time  for  redemption  were  fixed  at  one 
day  after  the  sale,  that  day  could  not  be  the  day  of  the  sale;  for  it 
Qugbt  be  made  at  the  last  moment  of  the  day,  and  the  owner,  being 
thus  prevented  from  tendering  on  that  day,  would  lose  his  right. 
The  time  mentioned  must  therefore  be  the  following  day.     So  of 
one  year,  and  of  two  years."    The  rule  thus  settled,  in  accordance 
^ith  sound  reason  as  well  as  authority,  has  been  rigidly  adhered  to 
^»^er  since.    MengesY,  Frick,  73  Penn.  St.  137;  8.  c,  13  Am.  Rep. 
2*'-5J,  and  cases  there  cited. 
Applying  the  Wle  to  the  facts  of  the  case  stated,  the  six  months 
^-iri>ired  November  13,  1881,  unless  that  day,  being  Sunday,   is  to 
t^^  ^r<e^arded  a  dies  non  juridicus^  and  therefore  excluded  in  com- 
Vnt  ixM.^  the  time.     The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  that 
^i(^    M  i  imitation  began  to  run  on  May  14,  and^  would  have  ended  with 
^o^v-^  :aonheT  13,  1881,  if  the  latter  had  been  a  secular  day,  but  inas- 
^li^i^M-^     as  it  was  Sunday  he  had  the  whole  of  the  following  day  in 
»ia!?^^^^^^*^^-  ^  commence  his  action.     In  Ooswiller^s  Appeal^  3  P.  &  W. 
*  was  held  that  "  whoever  by  rule  of  court  or  act  of  lissem- 
[iven  number  of  days  is  allowed  to  do  an  act,  or  it  is  said  an 
^y  be  done  within  a  given  number  of  days,  the  day  on  which 
le  is  taken  or  the  decision  made  is  excluded,  and  if  one  or 
^Sundays  occur  within  the  time,  they  are  counted,  unless  the 
hy  falls  on  Sunday,  in  which  case  the  act  may  be  done  on  the 
ay."     While  the  rule,  as  a  whole,  has  not  always  been  con- 
t^ly  observed,  that  clause  of  it  which  includes  the  following 
^^^y  in  the  computation,  whenever  the  last  day  falls  on  Sunday, 
^^^  ver  l)een  departed  from.    On  the  contrary,  it  has  been  ap- 
'^^  gly  recognized  and  applied  in  several  cases,  among  which  are 
^-^iney  v.  Reader^  6  Watts,  34  ;  Harher  v.  Addis,  4  Penn.  St. 
^^id  Marks  v.  Rttssell,  40  id.  372. 
i  milar  principle  of  computation  is  applicable  to  contracts  for 
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sale  and  delivery  of  goods.  For  the  purpose  of  performance  Sunday 
is  considered  dies  non,  and  hence  if  the  last  day  happens  to  be 
Sunday  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  stricken  from  the  calendar,  though 
intervening  Sundays  are  to  be  counted.  2  Benj.  Sales,  803,  note. 
Performance  of  a  contract  which  matures  on  Sunday  may  be  ex- 
acted on  the  following  day.  2  Whart.  Cont.,  §  897.  But  negoti- 
able paper  is  an  exception  to  the  rule.  When  it  matures  on  Sunday 
payment  should  be  demanded  on  Saturday. 

The  act  of  June  20,  1883,  passed  since  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  is  not  retroactive  in  its  operation,  and  therefore  it  is  in- 
applicable to  the  case  before  us;  but  its  provisions  are  in  harmony 
\vith  the  principles  upon  which  we  base  our  judgment,  and  will 
doubtless  have  the  much-to-be-desired  effect  of  hereafter  setting  at 
rest  all  questions  as  to  computation  of  time,  in  matters  within  its 
purview. 

Judgment  reveraed,  and  judgment  is  now  entered  on  the  case 
stated  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  for 
$529.96  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 


McQueen's  Appeal. 

(104  PeDD.  St.  696.) 

Pledge  —  creditor's  duty  as  to  coUateraU. 

The  plaintiff  assigned  to  the  defendant  two  promissory  notes  as  collateral 
security.  The  defendant  got  judgment  on  the  notes,  and  sold  the  maker's 
real  estate  of  the  judgment  on  execution,  without  the  knowledge  of  or 
notice  to  the  plaintiff,  for  about  one- twentieth  of  its  value;  the  defendant's 
minor  daughter  bidding  it  in  at  his  suggestion,  there  being  no  other  bidders 
present  The  defendant  afterward  got  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  the 
balance.  In  a  suit  to  restrain  the  collection  of  that  judgment,  heid^  that  the 
defendant  must  be  restrained  and  account  for  the  loss.    {See  note^  p.  595.) 


B 


ILL  to  restrain  collection  of  a  judgment  and  for  account.    The 
opinion  states  the  case. 


John  Barton,  for  appellant. 
Fitzsimmons  and  Rohh,  for  appellee. 
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Trunkey,  J.  By  the  answer  it  is  admitted  that  the  appellant  re- 
ceived from  the  plaintiff  two  notes,  signed  by  A.  D.  Dean  and  David 
Pentz,  for  the  purpose  of  collection  and  application  of  the  same  as  pay- 
ment on  a  debt  owed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  appellant,  and  that  the 
appellant  in  his  own  name  obtained  judgment  on  the  notes  against 
Pentz  for  $344.03;  also  that  the  appellant  caused  an  execution  to 
be  issued  for  collection  of  said  judgment,  and  levied  upon  the  real 
estate  of  Pentz  which  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  to  Eliza  M.  McQueen 
for  $51,  and  she  has  been  in  possession  of  the  premises  ever  since. 
The  master  finds  that  the  sheriff's  sale  took  place  on  December  7, 
1877,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  neither  notice  nor  knowledge  of  it; 
that  the  property  was  worth  from  $800  to  $1,000;  that  the  appellant 
solicited  his  minor  daughter  to  make  the  purchase,  and  that  as 
between  the  plaintiff  and  appellant  the  sale  was  fraudulent  and 
prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  He  also  finds  that  the 
judgment  against  Pentz  was  obtained  on  May  25,  1877,  and  that 
the  case  of  McQueen  v.  Oaklet/y  No.  483,  October  term  1877,  was 
tried  on  the  9th  and  10th  of  January,  1879,  and  judgment  recov- 
ered for  $342.90. 

Although  the  answer  admits  that  the  appellant  took  the  notes  as 
collateral  security,  it  charges  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  case  of 
McQueen  v.  Oakley,  being  one  of  the  defendants,  swore  to  a  differ- 
ent state  of  facts,  and  is  therefore  estopped  from  setting  up  said 
matter  in  this  action.  What  facts  the  plaintiff  then  testified  are 
not  stated  in  the  pleadings  a  material  omission,  but  as  the  master 
has  rejwrted  them  the  answer  may  be  treated  as  amended.  On  the 
trial  of  that  suit  the  issue  was  whether  McQueen  had  taken  the 
Pentz  notes  as  payment  of  the  debt  sued  on  by  him,  or  as  collateral 
security  for  the  same.  The  plaintiff  here,  a  defendant  then,  testi- 
fied that  McQueen  had  taken  them  as  absolute  payment,  and  Mc- 
Queen said  he  took  them  as  collateral  security.  The  verdict  estab- 
lished that  they  were  taken  as  collateral. 

In  this  action  the  plaintiff  again  testified  that  he  believed  Mc- 
Queen took  the  notes  as  payment  and  that  he  told  the  truth  when 
he  testified  before.  The  verdict  is  not  evidence  that  he  committed 
perjury;  it  evidences  that  McQueen  lost  nothing  by  reason  of  the 
alleged  payment.  McQueen  was  not  precluded  from  recovery  in 
that  suit  by  reason  of  the  allegation  of  payment;  had  he  been,  the 
plaintiff  would  be  estopped  from  now  setting  up  that  matter  as  a 
collateral.  It  is  settled  that,  ''  a  man  who  obtains  or  defeats  a 
Vol.  XLIX  —  75 
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judgment  by  pleading  or  representing  an  act  in  one  aspect  will  be 
precluded  from  giving  it  a  different  and  inconsistent  character  in  a 
subsequent  suit  upon  the  same  subject. "  But  the  appellant  adduces 
no  authority  for  the  position  that  a  man  who  avers,  yet  fails  to 
establish,  that  a  particulai*  thing  should  apply  as  payment  of  a  debt^ 
shall  lose  the  thing  itself  when  the  other  party  avers  he  received 
and  used  it  as  a  collateral  for  that  debt  When  it  is  certain  which 
of  two  conflicting  witnesses  the  jury  believed,  it  may  be  uncertain 
which  told  the  truth.  Now  the  question  is  not  respecting  the 
plaintiff's  credibility,  but  whether  he  shall  be  heard  to  speak  the 
truth  as  admitted  by  the  defendant.  The  master  justly  ruled 
agjiinsl  the  alleged  estoppel. 

Where  a  debtor  assigns  a  judgment  as  collateral  security  to  his 
creditor,  he  parts  with  his  authority  over  it,  and  the  assignee  has 
the  riglit  and  power  to  let  the  lien  die  or  to  keep  it  alive,  and  must 
abide  the  consequences  of  his  own  will  or  negligence.  Oollingwood 
V.  frwin,  3  Watts,  306.  The  debtor  is  entitled  to  a  credit  for  a 
loss  upon  a  judgment  assigned  as  collateral  to  his  creditor,  when 
the  loss  is  occasioned  by  the  supine  negligence  of  the  assignee. 
Beale  v.  Bank,  5  Watts,  529.  A  bond  or  chose  which  is  trans- 
ferred ap  collateral  security  is  put  under  the  dominion  of  the  credi- 
tor to  make  his  claim  out  of  it.  His  duties  in  respect  to  it  are 
jKjtive.  He  is  to  employ  reasonable  diligence  in  collecting  the 
money  on  the  security  and  applying  it  to  the  principal  debt,  and  a 
conversion  of  it  into  a  less  security  is  such  misuse  as  makes  him 
jiccountable  to  the  debtor.  Muirhead  v.  Kirkpatrick,  21  Penn. 
St.  237.  A  creditor  who  holds  a  collateral  security  for  his  debt 
stands  in  a  different  relation  to  the  assignor  from  that  of  a  creditor 
to  the  surety  for  his  debtor.  By  the  contract  the  assignee  is 
invested  with  the  ownerahip  of  the  collateral  for  all  purpose*  of 
dominion  over  it.  When  the  collateral  is  lost  by  the  supine  negli- 
gence of  the  assignee,  he  must  account  for  the  loss  to  his  own 
debtor.  Hanna  v.  Holton,  78  Penn.  St.  334;  s.  c,  21  Am.  Rep. 
20.  The  plaintiff  parted  with  all  right  of  control  over  the  collat- 
i?rals,  and  the  appellant  was  bound  to  employ  reasonable  diligence 
in  their  collection. 

From  the  facts  found  by  the  master  it  follows  that  Eliza  M. 
McQueen  was  an  innocent  purchaser  and  has  a  good  title  for  the 
land.  That  lier  father  omitted  some  things  which  he  ought  to 
havo  dont\  and  snfTcivd  the  land  t(»  l)c  sold  for al>out one- twentieth 
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of  its  value,  was  far  from  reasonable  diligence,  and  was  prejudicial 
to  the  plaintiffs  right,  but  he  may  not  \>e  guilty  of  actual  fraud. 
The  purchase  by  the  daughter  was  the  same  in  effect  as  if  it  had 
been  by  a  stranger.  Her  relationship  to  the  holder  of  the  collateral 
must  be  considered  in  connection,  with  his  omission  to  give  the 
plaintiff  notice  of  the  sale  and  the  absence  of  effort  on  his  part  to 
effect  a  sale  at  a  fair  price.  We  cannot  adopt  the  inference  that 
the  appellant  fraudulently  procured  the  sale.  He  had  reason  to 
believe  tliat  the  property  was  worth  nearly  three  times  the  atnoiint 
of  the  judgment,  and  when  informed  that  the  sale  was  adjourned 
for  want  of  bidders  it  was  not  enough  to  get  his  infant  daughter  to 
buy  it  for  a  nominal  sum  through  the  agency  of  his  own  attorney. 
He  had  absolute  control  of  the  writ  and  if  he  did  not  choose  to 
stay  it  till  a  better  time  for  selling,  he  ought  at  least  to  have  noti- 
fied the  assignor  before  making  a  sacrifice  of  the  property  which 
left  the  judgment  worthless.  His  conduct,  if  not  fraudulent,  was 
so  culpably  negligent  that  he  must  account  for  the  loss  to  the 
plaintiff. 

[Omitting  minor  matters.] 

Although  the  decree  must  be  modifi^ed,  the  conclusion  of  the 
master  and  court  below  is  affirmed  as  to  the  appellant's  liability  to 
account  for  the  loss.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  loss  is  measured 
by  the  amount  of  the  collateral,  not  the  value  of  the  land  sold  at 
sheriff's  sale.  • 

t 

Note  by  the  Bbfortkr. — The  creditor  is  bound  to  diUgence  and  good 
faith  in  realizing  on  collaterals,  and  liable  for  loss  bj  want  thereof.  Alex- 
ander y.,  JHeifMn4er,  64  Ind.  541;  Briggs  v.  Par$ons,  89  Mich.  400;  Colquitt  y. 
SitiUt,  65  Ga.  806;  WUls  v.  WOls,  58  Vt.  1;  BtUterUm  v.  Scope,  8  Lea,  215; 
s.  c,  81  Am.  Rep.  688;  WTidtin  ▼.  Pwul,  18  R.  I.  40;  LamberUm  v.  W%n»lou>, 
13  Minn.  2S2, 
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King  v.  Youko, 

(76  Me.  7B.) 

Water  and  toater-c&urse  —  fn/usteUbed, 

A.  mussel-bed,  betweeif  wliicli  and  the  sliore  no  water  flows  at  low  tide,  bc^ 
longs  to  tlie  owner  of  the  adjacent  shore. 

TRESPASS.     The  opinion  states  the  point    The  plaintiff  had 
judgment  below. 

A.  P,  Wisweil,  for  plaintiff. 

Hale  and  Emery,  for  defendant. 

Walton,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum /regit. 
The  contention  is  in  relation  to  the  ownership  of  a  mnssel-bed  in 
Jordan's  river  in  the  town  of  Lamoine;  and  the  case  is  before  the 
law  court  on  exceptions. 

[Omitting  minor  points.] 

As  already  stated  the  contention  was  in  relation  to  the  title  of  a 
mussel-bed  which  liad  formed  in  Jordan's  river  in  front  of  tlie 
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plaiatifTs  land  and  which  by  its  growth  had  finally  reached  and 
become  attached  to  the  shore.  Upon  this  point  the  presiding 
judge  instructed  the  jury  that  if  by  natural  causes  the  bed  of  the 
river  commenced  and  continued  to  be  raised  or  the  water  com- 
menced and  continued  to  recede,  so  that  by  these  natural  causes 
there  was  an  accretion  of  soil  that  came  above  the  surface  of  the 
water  at  ordinary  low  water,  and  continued  to  increase  until  the 
aiccretion  connected  with  the  plaintiff's  shore,  so  that  there  ceased 
to  be  any  channel  or  sheet  of  water  between  such  accretion  and  the 
shore  at  ordinary  low  water,  then  the  accretion  would  belong  to  the 
plaintiff,  notwithstanding  the  highest  portion  of  it  was  first  raised 
above  the  surface  of  the  water  some  distance  from  the  shore,  and 
the  judge  added  that  by  natural  causes  he  meant  the  action  of  the 
water  in  washing  up  gravel,  sand  or  soil,  or  the  action  of  the 
mussel. 

We  think  this  ruling  was  correct.  It  seems  to  be  settled  both  in 
England  and  in  this  country  that  the  land  of  a  riparian  proprietor 
may  be  increased  by  accretion.  This  is  not  denied  by  the  defendant's 
counsel.  But  he  contends  that  the  increase  must  be  gradual,  and 
from  the  shore  outward;  that  if  an  island  forms  at  a  distance  from 
the  shore  and  then  by  its  own  growth  extends  inward  till  it  reaches 
the  shore,  such  new  made  land  will  not  become  the  property  of  the 
owner  of  the  shore;  and  in  this  we  think  he  is  correct.  He  then 
contends  that  a  mussel-bed  is  an  island,  if  it  fii-st  commences  to 
form  at  a  distance  from  the  shore,  and  there  first  shows  itself  above 
the  surface  of  the  water  at  ebb  tide,  leaving  suflBcieut  water  be- 
tween it  and  the  shoi*e  for  boats  to  pass,  although  by  its  continued 
growth  it  subsequently  extends  to  and  connects  with  the  shore  so 
as  to  leave  no  water  between  it  and  the  shore  at  ebb  tide.  In  this 
we  think  he  is  wrong.  We  think  a  mussel-bed  over  which  the 
water  flows  at  every  tide  cannot  properly  be  called  an  island.  We 
think  such  formations  constitute  what  are  called  flats;  and  by  vir- 
tue of  the  ordinance  of  1641-7  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoin- 
ing land,  if  within  a  hundred  rods  of  liigh-water  mark  and  so  con- 
nected with  the  shore  that  no  water  flows  between  them  and  the 
shore  when  the  tide  is  out;  and  it  was  settled  in  Moore  v.  Oriffin, 
22  Me.  350,  that  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  can  maintain 
trespass  qunre  clausum  f regit  against  one  who  enters  upon  the  flats 
and  takes  and  candies  away  mussel-bed  manure;  that  neither  the 
ordinance  of  1641-7,  nor  the  common  law  authorizes  the  taking  of 
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mussel'bed  manure  from  the  flats  of  another  person  between  high 
and  low-water  mark  on  tide  waters. 

Exceptions  overruled.     Judgment  on  the  verdict. 
Petsbs,  C.  J.,  Danfobth,  Vibqin  and  Stmokds,  JJ.,  con- 
curred. 


Smith  v.  Jonbs. 

at  Me.  138.) 

Arrest  —  of  privUeged  witness. 

No  action  Uee  for  the  arrest  on  civil  process  of  a  witness  returning  home  from 
court  and  pririleged  from  arrest. 

rpHE  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Barker,   Vose  £  Barker,  for  plaintiff. 
J.  Hutchinge,  for  defendant. 

Peters,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  sues  the  defendant  for  causing  h\^ 
arrest  upon  a  civil  process  in  defendant's  name,  in  the  province  of 
New  Brunswick,  while  the  plaintiff  was  returning  from  a  court  in 
the  Province,  at  which  he  had  been  in  attendance  as  a  witness,  to 
his  home  in  Maine.  The  defendant  knew  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
returning  witness  at  the  time.  Our  view  of  the  law  is  that  tht* 
action  cannot  be  maintained. 

The  question  is  satisfactorily  solved  by  an  examination  of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  privilege  from  arrest,  which  the  law 
accords  to  witnesses. 

It  is  not  a  natural  right.  It  is  contrary  to  common  right.  The 
])laintiflf  was  arrested  in  pursuance  of  a  general  right,  in  a  manner 
precisely  as  any  other  debtor  could  have  been.  The  claim  wa« 
suable.  The  court  had  jurisdiction.  The  capias  was  legally  issued. 
Ho  stood  upon  the  footing  of  all  debtors. 

The  plaintiff's  privilege  was  not  an  absolute  right:  It  was  not 
ail  absolute  right  of  freedom  from  arrest,  such  as  belongs  to  mem- 
hors  of  the  royal  family  of  England,  or  to  ambassadors  and  some 
others;  not  the  case  of  total  exemption  from  arrest,  such   as    the 
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Xair  ^J3^  ^^ends  to  persons  discharged  from  arrest  by  bankruptcy  or 
insoi-^^^ncy  proceedings;  or  where  the  law  forbids  arrest  for  the  col- 
Iecti^i>>:K:^  of  demands.  The  nght  is  afforded  by  the  law  not  so  much 
for  ^ir^:a.  ^i^nesses  as  for  parties  to  suits.  Some  cases  assert  that  it  is  a 
^t\v5^1.^^^e  of  the  court  and  not  of  the  witness.  Other  cases  incline 
to  ^fc^^^       idea  that  it  is  a  privilege  of  parties  rather  than  of  courts. 

^Qt    -fei:^  sX  is  a  distinction  without  difference.    The  idea  is  the  same. 

Gour^.^^    exist  for  the  benefit  of  parties.     It  is  a  policy  of  the  law 

^*^^l>li^hed  for  the  facilitation  of  the  public  business.  It  is  a  pro- 
^tS^s^^mrM^  thrown  about  a  witness  more  for  the  sake  of  others  than 
'iirr^s^^B^-^  It  is  clear  that  a  person  ordering  an  arrest  of  a  witness 
^^^^^y   l:>^Lt  punished  for  contempt  of  court  for  interference  with  its 

^^  i^*-»  at  most^  a  conditional  or  contingent  right  of  the  witness. 
"^  ^Ja^^.^  take  it  or  not  as  he  pleases.  All  the  authorities  affirm 
tn&t;  t^::^^  privilege  may  be  waived.  Therefore  the  arrest  cannot  hv 
^'^**^5'^  i«  only  voidable.  The  arrest  remains  valid  until  avoided. 
ATxd  tXz^e  witness  can  avoid  the  arrest  only  by  applying  to  the  court 
loT-   5^    ^^  ischarge.     He  waives  the  privilege  unless  he  ajiplies  for  a 

.        "^fe     plaintiff  complains  that  a  i-efusal  to  uphold  his  action  refuses 

^'^'^    *^     :iremedy.     That  is  not  so.     We  have  just  intimated  what  the 

prcn>^3^^    remedy  is.     It  is  an  application  for  a  discharge  from  the 

^*"^^^-        He  may  be  discharged  by  a  judge  upon  summary  motion. 

^    r^^^^J^  sue  out  a  habeas  corpus.     He  may  procure  his  writ  of  pro- 

^*^^x    in  advance  of  starting  for  or  from  court,  if  circumstances 

^,    ^^     i  t  reasonable  to  ask  the  mediation  of  court  for  the  purpose. 

.    ^    3^^%Y  does  not  declare  that  a  witness  shall  not  be  arrested,  but 

°    _^^      ^<>  h™  the  right  to  free  himself  from  arrest,  if  he  desires  to, 

X^<=>ints  out  several  ways  by  which  it  may  be  accomplished.     It 

^^      «  right  so  much  to  avoid  being  arrested,  but  is  a  right  to 

^^.*  *x^te  the  arrest.     It  is  said  however  that  a  person  may  be  under 

^-       t^^iT'essure  of  imprisonment  as  to  be  powerless  to  obtain  the 

rr»Y^  f^^^^       of  a  court  or  judge  before  suffering  actual  incarceration. 

^^,^     "^'^"ould  not  often  happen.     A  writ  of  protection  would  ordi- 

Y^        ^       jrevent  the  dilemma.     An  officer  might  be  liable  for  an 

^^      ^Df  authority,   if  he  exceeds  his  duty  and  acts  roughly  and 

'tOY»   ^^^ively.     And  of  course  an  action  would  lie  against  the  cred- 

-j^^l^o  proceeds  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause. 

^^^^   can  a  creditor  know  that  his  debtor,  who  is  a  witness,  will 
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insist  upon  the  privilege,  until  the  debtor  asserts  it  ?  And  how 
can  he  know  that  the  court  will  grant  a  discharge  if  asked  for  ?  It 
is  to  some  extent  a  discretionary  matter  with  a  court  or  judge, 
whether  a  witness  shall  be  discharged  upon  arrest  How  can  this 
discretion  be  anticipated  by  a  creditor  ?  And  why  should  the  cred- 
itor be  required  at  his  peril  to  correctly  settle  the  question  whether 
the  debtor  is  at  court  in  good  faith  or  not,  or  whether  he  has  over- 
stayed his  privilege,  or  whether  unnecessarily  loitering  on  the  way, 
judicial  questions  that  can  be  easily  and  summarily  settled  by  a 
judge  in  or  out  of  court  without  much  expense  to  parties.  It  is 
not  at  all  unreasonable  to  cast  upon  the  court,  and  to  relieve  parties 
from  the  responsibility  of  such  questions. 

The  precise  question  here  presented  has  not  received  very  much 
attention  from  courts,  and  there  is  an  almost  total  absence  of 
judicial  expression  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  position  where  the 
privilege  is  at  common  law  and  not  by  statute.  The  remedy  by 
jKJtion  was  established  long  ago  in  New  York  by  statutory  enact- 
ment, which  is  an  implication  that  the  remedy  did  not  exist  there 
at  common  law.  And  this  accounts  for  intimations  incases  in  that 
State  that  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  privilege  are  recoverable. 
Paine  and  D.  Prac.  Arrest.  Snelling  v.  Watrous,  2  Paige,  214  ; 
Salhinger  v.  Adler,  2  Robt.  704.  Some  English  statutes  give  a  right 
of  jKJtion  in  some  cases,  or  establish  other  special  remedy,  for  a 
violation  of  the  privilege  of  freedom  from  arrest ;  from  which  an 
implication  arises  that  no  such  remedy  exists  at  the  common  law  in 
that  country.  Tidd's  Practice  lays  down  the  various  remedies  that 
are  available  for  a  violation  of  the  privilege  from  arrest  belonging 
to  witnesses  and  all  other  persons  or  parties  in  necessary  attendance 
upon  courts,  and  omits  all  mention  of  a  right  of  action  for  damages. 
Text  writers  generally  are  silent  upon  the  question.  In  2  Add. 
Torts  (4th  Eng.  ed.),  796,  it  is  said  however  that  **the  privilege  does 
not  form  the  ground  of  any  action  at  law."  And  in  Cooley  Const. 
Lim.  (5th  ed.)  162  (*135),  it  is  said,  in  note  :  **The  arrest  is 
only  voidable  ;  and  in  general  the  party  will  waive  the  privilege  un- 
less he  applies  for  discharge  by  motion  or  on  habeas  corpus,^* 

Not  many  decided  cases  touch  the  point.  The  early  experimental 
actions  were  against  officers,  and  all  of  them  failed.  But  much  of 
the  reasoning  of  the  courts  really  went  against  any  action,  disre- 
garding any  distinction  between  officer  and  party.  The  early  cases 
are  cited  and  commented  upon  in  Carle  v.  Delesdernier,  13  Me.  363. 
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See  Chase  v.  Fishy  16  id.  132.  Some  phases  of  the  question  are  touched 
in  later  cases.  Wilmarth  v.  Burt,  7  Mete.  257;  Aldrich  v.  Aldrich, 
8  id.  102  ;  Thompson's  case,  122  Mass.  428;  8.  c,  23  Am.  Eep.  370; 
Persons.  Orier,  66  N.  Y.  124;  s.  c,  23  Am.  Rep.  35.  Several 
English  cases  take  strong  ground  against  the  maintenance  of  such 
an  action.  In  Yearsley  v.  ffeane,  14  M.  &  W.  322,  it  is  said  : 
'^  The  protection  is  limited  to  the  fact  of  the  individual  so  arrested 
being  entitled  to  be  discharged.^'  In  the  same  case  it  was  said  by 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  "did  the  legislature  mean  to  give  more  thanthis^ 
that  if  the  party  was  arrested  he  might  be  discharged,  whereby  he 
has  the  full  benefit  of  the  protection  ?  I  think  not."  Ewart  v.  Jones, 
14  M.  &  W.  774 ;  Stokes  v.  White,  1  Crom.  M.  &  R.  223  ;  Rideal 
V.  Fort,  11  Ex.  847;  Magnay  v.  Burt,  5  Ad.  &  El.  381.  In  a  note  to 
Stokes  V.  White,  supra,  in  the  edition  by  Hare  and  Wallace,  care- 
ful annotators,  it  is  said,  upon  the  authority  of  the  cases  determined 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  "ah  arrest  by  the  sheriff, 
under  a  writ  from  any  of  the  queens'  courts,  of  a  person  privileged 
from  arrest  by  reason  of  attendance  as  a  witness  under  the  process 
of  another  court,  ^oes  not  form  the  ground  of  any  action  at  law  for 
damages,  but  is  only  the  subject  of  an  application  to  the  court, 
under  whose  authority  the  party  had  been  compelled  to  appear  as 
a  witness  ;  the  privilege  being,  not  that  of  the  person,  but  that  of 
the  court,  and  therefore  of  discretionary  allowance. " 

Exceptions  sustained. 
Wai/ton,  Barbows,  Danfobth  and  Libbey,  JJ.,  concurred. 


Strout  v.  Packard. 

(76  Me.  148.) 
IMdence  — joint  assatUt  — conspiracy. 

In  an  action  against  several  for  a  joint  assault,  evidence  of  prior  and  subsequent 
misconduct  on  tlie  part  of  some  of  the  defendants,  tending  to  show  a  con- 
spiracy, implicates  only  those  committing  such  acts. 

ACTION  for  joint  assault.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     Ver- 
dict against  all  the  defendants. 
V0L.XLIX— 76 
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A.  A.  Sprout,  H.  B.  Chaves^  and  StratU,  Oage  4t  SirmU,  for 
plaintiff. 

Chctrles  F.  Libbyy  for  respondents. 

SYMOND8,  J.  This  was  an  action  against  seven  defendants, 
charging  them  with  a  joint  assault  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  claim- 
ing to  recover  damages  therefor.  The  act  of  assault  was  the 
throwing  of  a  piece  of  coal  which  struck  the  plaintiff  over  the 
eye  and  injured  him  seriously.  It  was  of  course  the  act  of  one 
person.  To  show  a  concert  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, such  as  to  affect  them  with  a  joint  liability  for  this  act  of 
one,  evidence  was  received  of  the  misconduct  of  some  of  the 
defendants  at  other  times,  which  plaintiff  claimed  tended  to 
prove  a  general  design  on  their  part,  as  upper  classmen  in  Bowdoin 
College  to  harass  the  members  of  the  freshman  class  of  whom  the 
plaintiff  was  one. 

The  court  said  to  the  juiy:  *'  Evidence  was  offered  which  you 
will  remember,  as  to  the  acts  of  some  of  these  defendants  in  other 
crises  at  other  times.  It  is  necessary  that  you  s)^ould  understand 
]>reci8ely  what  that  evidence  was  offered  for  and  what  use  you  can 
})roperly  make  of  it.  It  was  offered  and  admitted  simply  to  estab- 
lish, so  far  as  it  might  in  your  minds  tend  to  establish,  what  the 
common  design  of  the  defendants  was  upon  that  night.  Evidence 
was  offered  to  show  what  some  of  the  defendants  and  the  parties 
with  whom  they  were  out  on  other  evenings  shortly  before  did  at 
the  rooms  of  other  freshmen.  Now  this  evidence  was  admitted 
only,  because  as  to  those  of  the  defendants  who  did  not  actually 
throw  the  coal,  the  proper  decision  of  the  question  may  require 
evidence  of  the  intention  and  purpose  for  which  the  seven  defend- 
ants were  out  together  that  night,  and  what  kind  of  acts  and  in- 
vasions of  the  freshmen  in  their  rooms  were  to  be  expected  when 
parties  were  out  upon  such  an  expedition,  and  so  to  indicate  what 
kind  of  a  concert  of  action  subsisted  between  the  defendants  on 
the  night  when  the  plaintiff  was  hurt." 

The  defendants  seasonably  requested  the  instruction,  **  that 
evidence  of  sucli  (prior  or  subsequent)  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
any  of  these  defendants  is  not  evidence  against  the  other  defend- 
ants not  i)articipating  in  the  acts."  This  request  was  refused  by 
till'  court  and  the  limitati(»n  which  it  contained  was  not  included 
in  any  of  I  he  instruct  ions  given  to  the  jury  in  the  charge. 
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The  declaration  alleged  a  joint  assault.     The  averment  of  a  con- 
spiracy was  of  no  liccount  except  that  under  it  it  might  be  proved 
^'»  any  legal  way  that  the  hand  which  threw  the  coal  carried  into 
^'^ocution  the  purpose  of  the  seven.     Evidence  of  prior  or  sub- 
'^'f|Uent  misconduct  on  the  part  of  some  of  the  defendants  was 
**"ly  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving  as  among  them  the 
^'-Wstence  and  character  of  the  combination  or  conspiracy  alleged, 
^^'o  fact  that  a  conspiracy  exists  or  the  extent  to  which  it  goes,  is 
^^ot  to  be  proved  as  against  A.,  by  the  declarations  or  the  acts  of  B., 
^ith    which  no  connection  on  the  part  of  A.  is  shown,  and  which 
^^  not  appear  to  have  been  made  or  done  in  furtherance  of  a  com- 
^oit     <iesign  entertained  by  both.     That  a  joint  purpose  of  the 
'"^^^^J^J    was  carried  into  effect  by  throwing  the  coal  in  this  instance. 
^^    »i  <3t  to  be  proved  by  showing  previous  acts  of  combination  and 
^H^*^      cioramitted  in  pursuance  thereof  by  three  or  four  only.     Pre- 
^'isel^y     ^he  limitation  which  the  request  contained  wjis  required  in 
^     ^^-S'^al  statement  of  the  case  ;  that  the  testimony  to  misconduct 
^^t  M-^  o    part  of  some  of  the  defendants  before  and  after  this  assault 
^'"^  ii::^^  to  show  a  combination   among   them,   and   offered   and 
^*  "^^^>-d  only  as  *'  evidence  of  the  intention  and  purpose  for  which 
'^^^"•-^  ^v^en  defendants  were  out  together  that  night,  and  what  kind 
^*  '^^  -  "^^^3  mi(j  invasions  of  the  freshmen  in  their  rooms  were  to  be 
cx|H*-^-:  ^^^»d  when  parties  were  out  on  such  an  expedition,  and  so  to 
imicLSi^^^^^  what  kind  of  a  concert  of  action  subsisted  between  the 
^^^^^^^^^^«nts  on  the  night  when  the  plaintiff  was  hurt,"  should  have 
^^^  1  imited  in  its  application  to  those  defendants  against  whom 


^  rt^     ^^*<3t8  of  prior  or  subsequent  misconduct  were  proved. 

^    ^^      evidence  was  offered  only  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 

^^te&^^tr^^^g  ^^^  ^j^g  scope  of  a  joint  intent  in  the  single  act  whether  there 

^^  o^-^   this  occasion  a  common  purpose  among  the  several  defend- 

^w^    ^^xxd  whether  it  extended  to  the  throwing  of  such  a  missile 

v\tv^^^*"      such   circumstances.     The   previous   act   of    one   was   not 

^»s^^^^-^>.«.^o  to  prove  this  against  anotlier  who  did  not  participate  in 

^Xv*"^  act.  The  mind  of  one  is  not  to  be  revealed  by  the  act  of  another, 

^\>\  ^v>tTie  relation  between  the  two  is  shown  in  the  doing  of  that 

]n  the  introduction  of  evidence,  the  court  was   careful  to  limit 

j,e  effect  of  the  admissions  said  to  have  been  made  after  the  fact, 

^,the  president  of  the  college  by  several  of  the  defendants,  so  that 

ifiej  should  be  regarded  by  tlie  jury  in  eaeli   instance  as  evi<h^nce 
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only  against  those  by  whom  the  admissions  where  made.  "The  wit- 
ness will  recollect  that  the  statements  are  evidence  only  against 
those  who  made  the  statement ;  not  against  others.  He  must  be 
careful  as  to  his  recollection  of  the  particular  persons  who  made 
the  statements."  This  was  correct  {Comm.  v.  Ingraham,  7  Gray, 
46),  and  we  think  it  is  as  true  of  an  earlier  or  later  act  of  one  of 
the  defendants,  when  ofEered  to  show  the  existence  of  a  combin- 
jition  or  common  intent  as  it  is  of  such  an  admission  by  one.  That 
a  joint  purpose  of  the  seven  took  effect  in  this  single  act  of  assault 
by  one  could  not  be  proved  against  all  by  showing  acts  of  alleged 
combination  among  some  of  them  at  other  times,  not  participated 
in  by  the  others.  Such  an  act  as  against  those  not  participating  in 
it  did  not  tend  to  prove  that  they  had  any  common  purpose  with 
the  others  whatever  either  when  the  act  was  committed,  or  on  the 
night  of  this  assault. 

The  distinction  is  clear  between  the  rule  of  evidence  which  ap- 
plies here,  and  the  rule  which,  when  a  conspiracy  has  once  been 
proved  aZmnrfe,  while  it  continues,  receives  the  declarations  and  acts 
of  one  conspirator  in  furtherance  of  the  common  design,  as  evi- 
dence against  even  his  absent  associates.  The  jury  were  directed 
jit  the  trial  that  the  testimony  under  consideration  was  received  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  what  legally  must  be  otherwise  proved,  be- 
fore the  evidence  becomes  admissible  under  this  later  rule,  namely, 
the  existence  of  the  common  design  and  its  presence  in  a  particular 
transaction.  A  conspiracy  being  proved  among  a  certain  number 
of  men,  the  act  of  one  in  pursuance  of  the  common  plan  may  be 
the  act  of  all.  But  a  man  is  not  to  be  proved  to  be  a  conspirator, 
having  a  joint  illegal  intent  with  others  in  a  particular  assault 
which  he  does  not  personally  commit,  by  showing  the  misconduct 
of  the  othei*s  on  previous  occasions  in  which  he  does  not  participate. 
How  far  the  evidence  of  misconduct  at  other  times,  as  disclosed  in 
the  report,  may  tend  to  show  a  combination  on  the  part  of  any  of 
the  defendants  to  do  such  a  wrong  as  that  of  which  the  plaintiff 
complains,  need  not  here  be  considered;  but  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  such  evidence,  received  to  prove  a  common  plan  or  puq>oso 
within  the  scope  of  which  the  committing  of  such  an  assault  as  this 
was  included,  must  legally  be  confined  to  its  effect  to  disclose  tlu» 
existence  of  such  plan  on  the  part  of  those  against  whom  the  acts 
are  proved. 

**  Where  two  or  more  persons  are  associated  for  the  same   ilU'*ral 
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^^moBOy  any  act  or  declaration  of  one  of  the  parties  in  reference  to 
^^^-^mmon  object,  and  forming  a  part  of  the  res  gestm,  may  be 
^^>.  in  evidence."  Am.  Fur  Co,  v.  United  States,  2  Pet.  365; 
^^^:3  ▼.  Burrows,  91  U.  S.  438.  In  the  present  case  the  question 
^^^^hether  the  defendants  were  associated,  for  an  illegal  purpose, 
^  e  night  of  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  and  on  that  issue  evi- 
^  of  the  misconduct  of  some  of  them  at  other  times  was  received 
^^erally  admissible  against  all,  while  a  request  to  limit  the  effect 
^Was  refused.  Each  defendant  had  the  right  to  claim  that  his 
liability  for  an  assault  should  not  be  established,  in  whole  or 
^t,  by  the  acts  of  others,  with  which  he  was  in  no  way  con- 
It  is  to  be  observed,  as  the  court  ruled  at  the  trial,  that 
^'^^e  gist  of  the  action  is  not  the  conspiracy,  but  the  damage  done 
to  the  plaintiff  by  an  act  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  the 
defendants.  The  averment  that  the  act  done  was  in  pursuance  of 
the  conspiracy  does  not  change  the  nature  of  the  action.  It  is  still 
an  action  of  trespass  for  an  assault  and  battery  alleged  to  have  been 
jointly  committed  by  the  defendants  upon  the  person  of  the  plaint- 
iff; and  it  is  to  be  tried  and  determined  upon  the  principles  appli- 
cable to  actions  of  that  description."  The  material  inquiry  there- 
fore as  to  each  one  of  the  defendants  was  whether  he  shared  in  the 
commission  of  this  particular  assault,  or  not. 

The  existence  of  a  conspiracy,  as  we  understand  it,  is  not  in  the 
fii-st  instance  to  be  proved  against  one  by  the  mere  act  or  declara- 
tion of  another,  but  beyond  that,  if  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy 
were  fully  proved  as  to  some  of  the  defendants,  that  fact  had  no  ten- 
dency to  decide  adversely  to  the  other  defendants  the  vital  question 
whether  they  took  part  in  that  conspiracy,  and  in  such  a  way,  to 
such  an  extent,  as  to  make  them  joint  trespassers  in  this  transaction. 
*'The  principle  on  which  the  acts  and  declarations  of  other  con- 
spirators, and  acts  done  at  different  times,  are  admitted  in  evidence 
against  the  persons  prosecuted,  is  that  by  the  act  of  conspiring 
together  the  conspirators  have  jointly  assumed  to  themselves,  as  a 
body,  the  attribute  of  individuality,  so  far  as  regards  the  prosecution 
of  the  common  design;  thus  rendering  whatever  is  done  or  said  by 
any  one,  in  furtherance  of  that  design,  a  part  of  the  res  gestcB,  and 
therefore  the  act  of  all.  It  is  the  same  principle  of  identity  with 
each  other  that  governs  in  regard  to  the  acts  and  admissions  of 
agents,  when  offered  in  evidence  against  their  principals,  and  of 
partners,  as  against  the  partnership."     3  ftreenl.  Ev.,  §  94. 
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**  It  is  of  course  understood,  that  to  entitle  the  declarations  of  a 
co-conspirator  to  admission,  the  conspiracy  must  first  be  proved 
aliunde.     2  Whart.  Ev.,  §  1206. 

Now  in  the  present  instance  the  evidence  of  misconduct  by 
some  of  the  defendants  at  other  times  was  not  received  to  be  con- 
nected with  other  evidence,  showing  that  such  misconduct  at  those 
times  was  in  pursuance  of  a  common  plan  in  which  all  were  in- 
volved—  which  plan  extended  to  and  included  the  commission  of 
the  principal  tort  —  but  was  expressly  received  as  in  itself  substan- 
tive evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  common  plan  among  all  the 
defendants;  *'to  establish,  so  far  as  it  might  in  your  minds  tend 
to  establish,  what  the  common  design  of  the  defendants  was  upon 
that  night ;"  ♦  ♦  ♦  as  "  evidence  of  the  intention  and  purpose 
for  which  the  seven  defendants  were  out  together  that  night,  *  * 
♦  ♦  and  so  to  indicate  what  kind  of  a  concert  of  action  subsisted 
between  the  defendants  on  the  night  when  the  plaintiff  was  hurt.'' 

We  can  find  no  authority,  and  we  can  see  no  reason,  for  allowing 
the  jury  to  regard  the  disconnected  act  of  one  of  the  defendants  at 
another  time  and  place  as  evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue,  whether 
another  defendant  was  guilty  of  a  joint  trespass  on  the  night  in 
question.  This  was  the  effect  of  the  rulings  given,  accompanied 
with  the  refusal  to  give  the  instruction  requested. 

Notwithstanding  the  great  learning  of  the  charge  given  to  the 
jury  in  this  case,  we  think  there  was  a  defect  in  it  in  this  respect 
which  tended  to  the  prejudice  of  the  legal  rights  of  the  defendants, 
and  may  have  been  decisive  of  some  of  the  important  issues  of  the 
trial. 

JSxaptions  sustained. 

Petbbs^  0.  J.,  Waltok,  Virgin  and  Libbby,  J  J.,  concurred. 


Sakdebs  v.  Getchbll. 

(76  Me.  1A8.) 

JBXecUon  —  voters  —  residenee  —  itudent. 

Although  the  Constitution  provides  that  the  residence  of  a  student  at  any 
seminary  of  learning  shall  not  entitle  him  to  the  right  of  saffrage  im  the 
town  where  such  seminary  is  situated,  yet  he  may  gain  the  right  to  vot«* 
there  if  he  intends  to  make  that  place  his  permanent  abode,  independent 
of  his  sojourn  as  a  student. 
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ACTION  against  selectmen  of  Waterville,  for  refusing  to  put 
plaintiff's  name  on  list  of  voters.  The  opinion  states  the  point 

Bakery  Baker  c§  Cornish,  and  F.  A.   Waldron,  for  plaintiff. 
Edmund  F.  Webb  and  Appleton  Webb,  for  defendant. 

Petbrs,  C.  J.  [Omitting  another  point.]  Another  question 
is  to  be  considered,  and  that  is,  under  what  circumstances  does  a 
student  at  a  seminary  of  learning  acquire  a  voting  residence  in  the 
place  where  such  seminar}'  is  situated? 

The  constitutional  interdiction  is  in  these  terms:  **^  The  resi- 
dence of  a  student  at  any  seminary  of  learning  shall  not  entitle  him 
to  the  right  of  suffrage  in  the  town  where  such  seminary  is  situate." 
It  is  clear  enough  that  residing  in  a  place  merely  as  a  student  does 
not  confer  the  franchise.  Still  a  student  may  obtain  a  voting  resi- 
dence, if  other  conditions  exist  suflBcient  to  create  it.  Bodily 
presence  in  a  place,  coupled  with  an  intention  to  make  such  place  a 
home,  will  establish  a  domicile  or  residence.  But  the  intention  to  re- 
main only  so  long  as  a  student,  or  only  because  a  student,  is  not 
sufBcient.  The  intention  must  be,  not  to  make  the  place  a  home 
temporarily,  not  a  mere  student's  home,  a  home  while  a  student, 
but  to  make  an  actual,  real,  permanent  home  there;  such  a  real  and 
permanent  home  there  as  he  might  have  elsewhere.  The  intention 
must  not  be  conditioned  upon  or  limited  to  the  duration  of  the  ac- 
ademical course.  To  constitute  u  permanent  residence,  the  inten- 
tion must  be  to  remain  for  an  indefinite  period,  regardless  of  the 
length  of  time  the  student  expects  to  remain  at  the  college.  He 
gets  no  residence  because  a  student,  but  being  a  student  does  not 
prevent  his  getting  a  residence  otherwise. 

The  presumption  is  against  a  student's  right  to  vote,  if  he  comes 
to  college  from  out  of  town.  Galling  it  his  residence  does  not 
make  it  so.  He  may  have  no  right  to  so  regard  it.  Believing  the 
place  to  be  his  home  is  not  enough.  There  may  be  no  foundation 
for  the  belief.  Swearing  that  it  is  his  home  must  not  be  regarded 
as  sufBcient,  if  the  facts  are  adverse  to  it.  Deception  or  misconstruc- 
tion should  not  be  encouraged.  The  constitutional  provision  should 
be  respected. 

Each  case  must  depend  largely  upon  its  peculiar  facts.  Tlie 
question  is  not  always  of  easy  solution.  One  difficulty  is  this,  that 
all  the  visible  facts  may  be  apparently  consistent  with  either  theory 
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—  that  of  a  temporary  or  a  permanent  home.  The  Massachusetts 
court,  in  a  discussion  of  the  question  (5  Mete.  589),  presents  such 
descriptions  of  fact  as  might  he  of  a  controlling  weight  upon  the 
two  sides  of  the  question,  very  clearly,  in  the  following  remarks: 
''  If  the  student  has  a  father  living;  if  he  still  remains  a  member  of 
his  father's  family;  if  he  returns  to  pass  his  vacations;  if  he  is 
maintained  and  supported  by  his  father;  these  are  strong  circum- 
stances repelling  the  presumption  of  a  change  of  domicile.  So  if  he 
have  no  father  living;  if  he  have  a  dwelling-house  of  his  own,  or  real 
estate  of  which  he  retains  the  occupation;  if  he  have  a  mother  or 
other  connections,  with  whom  he  has  been  before  accustomed  to  re- 
side, and  to  whose  family  he  returns  in  vacations  ;  if  he  describes 
himself  of  such  place,  and  otherwise  manifests  his  intent  to  con- 
tinue his  domicile  there;  these  are  all  circumstances  to  prove  that 
his  domicile  is  not  changed. 

**  But  if  having  a  father  or  mother,  they  should  remove  to  the 
town  where  the  college  is  situated,  and  he  should  still  remain  a 
member  of  the  family  of  the  parent;  or  if  having  no  parent,  or 
being  separated  from  his  father's  family,  not  being  maintained  or 
supported  by  him;  or  if  he  has  a  family  of  his  own,  and  removes 
with  them  to  such  town;  or  by  purchase  or  lease  takes  up  his  per- 
manent abode  there,  without  intending  to  return  to  his  former 
domicile;  if  he  depend  on  his  own  property,  income  or  industry  for 
support;  these  are  circumstances,  more  or  less  conclusive,  to  show 
a  change  of  domicile,  and  the  acquisition  of  a  domicile  in  the  town 
where  the  college  is  situated."  The  cases  geneially  are  of  the  same 
tenor.  Vanderpoel  v.  O'Hanlon,  53  Iowa,  246;  s.  c,  36  Am.  Rep. 
216;  Fry's  Election  case,  71  Penn.  St.  302;  s,  c,  10  Am.  Rep. 
698. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  quite  beyond  dispute.  They  were 
urgently  presented  to  the  defendants.  There  was  no  reason  to 
deny  or  disbelieve  them. 

The  plaintiff  was  thirty-two  years  old;  left  his  father's  home  in 
Patten,  in  this  State,  when  nineteen;  never  afterward  received 
parental  suppofit  or  was  under  parental  control;  visited  home  after- 
ward, only  occasionally  and  briefly;  his  father's  home  was,  soon 
after  his  leaving,  changed  from  Patten  to  other  places;  at  the  age 
of  nineteen  he  was  in  business  for  himself  in  Foxboro,  Massachu^ 
setts;  after  coming  of  age  he  was  taxed  and  voted  for  several  years 
in   tliat   place:  in  1875,   at  the  age  of  twenty-four,  he  entered   a 


Digitized  by 


Google 


MAY  TERM,  1884.  609 


SteveoiB  Y.  King. 


classical  school  at  Waterville,  and  in  1878  entered  college  there, 
graduating  in  1882;  in  1879  he  formed  the  purpose  of  making 
Waterville  his  home  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time,  and  was  taxed 
end  voted  there  from  that  date  until  1882,  when  against  his  pro- 
test his  name  was  by  the  defendants  omitted  from  the  lists;  he  has 
ever  since  claimed  and  regarded  Waterville  as  his  home,  a  friend's 
house  being  open  to  him  when  there,  though  possessing  no  property 
thereof  consequence,  and  entering  a  theological  institution  in  New- 
ton, Massachusetts,  in  1882,  where  he  has  since  remained  as  a 
student. 

We  think  a  man  in  such  a  situation  should  have  had  in  1882  the 
privilege  and  ability  of  possessing  a  domicile  somewhere,  and  it 
could  not  easily  be  in  any  place  unless  in  Waterville.  To  deprive 
him  of  his  right  to  vote  under  such  circumstances  was  not  reason- 
able. That  the  town  oflScers  acted  honestly  we  are  not  inclined  to 
doubt.  That  they  committed  a  mistake  —  at  least  an  unintentional 
wrong  —  we  feel  convinced. 

We  do  not  however,  concur  with  the  plaintiff  that  the  damages 
should  be  either  exemplary  or  severe.  We  think  the  wisest  and 
most  just  conclusion,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  will  be  to 
accord  to  the  plaintiff  no  greater  damages  than  sufficient  to  carry 
the  costs.  In  Lincon  v.  Hapgood,  11  Mass.  350,  it  is  said:  "  The 
court  would  determine  that  a  sum,  comparatively  not  large,  would 
be  excessive  damages  in  a  case,  where  no  fault  but  ignorance  or 
mistake,  was  imputable  to  the  selectmen." 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $25  damages. 

Barrows,  Danforth,  Viroik  and  Stmonds,  JJ.,  concurred; 
LiBREY,  J.,  did  not  sit,  having  been  of  counseL 


Stevens  v.  Eincl 

(76  Me.  107.) 
Bounda/ry  —  on  p<md. 
A  boancUry  *'  by  the  shore  '*  of  a  pond  oonveys  to  low- water  mark.* 
CTION  for  flowage.     The  opinion^tates  the  case. 


♦  g;ee  Wcmreih  v.  T?iom/Mton  (75  Me.  339),  46  Am.  Rep.  397,  anlf,  311. 

Vol.  XLIX  — 77 
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J,  H.  Potter,  for  plaint ifE. 
Bean  and  Beane,  for  defendants. 

Walton,  J.  This  is  a  complaint  for  flowage,  and  the  first  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  plaintifPs  deed  bounds  him  on  Wilson  pond  at 
high  or  low-water  mark.  We  think  it  bounds  him  at  low-water 
mark. 

Lands  bounded  upon  rivers  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide 
generally  extend  to  the  middle  of  the  stream.  But  lands  bounded 
on  fresh-water  lakes  and  ponds  extend  only  to  low-water  mark. 

Of  course  they  may  be  bounded  at  high-water  mark.  But  in  the 
absence  of  a  clearly  expressed  intention  to  the  contrary,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  they  extend  to  low-water  mark.  Such  is  thr 
settled  law  of  this  State. 

In  Bradley  v.  Rice,  13  Me.  198;  29  Am.  Dec.  501,  the  court  hehl 
that  lands  bounded  on  a  pond  extend  only  to  the  margin  of  the 
pond,  and  not  to  the  center  of  it.  But  the  question  was  not  raised 
or  considered  whether  the  boundary  would  be  at  high  or  low- water 
mark. 

But  in  Wood  v.  Kclley,  30  Me.  47,  this  question  was  considered, 
and  the  court  held  that  lands  bounded  on  a  fresh-water  pond  ex- 
tend to  low- water  mark. 

The  language  of  the  plaintiff's  deed,  after  describing  the  point 
of  beginning,  is  as  follows: 

*'  Thence  easterly  on  said  line  to  Wilson  pond;  thence  northerly 
]>y  the  shore  of  said  pond  to  Hiram  Norris'  land. " 

The  defendants  contend  that  when,  as  in  this  deed,  land  is 
bounded  by  the  shore  of  a  pond,  it  extends  only  to  high-wat^r 
mark. 

The  answer  to  this  argument  is  that  such  is  not  the  necessary 
ivsult.  The  shore  of  a  pond  being  the  space  between  high  and 
low  water,  necessarily  has  two  sides,  a  high-water  side  and  a  low- 
water  side;  and  land  bounded  by  the  shore  may  be  bounded  by  the 
liigh-water  side  or  the  low-water  side.  If  the  side  lines  of  a  parcel 
of  land,  starting  back  from  the  pond,  run  to  the  shore  and .  there' 
stop,  and  the  line  between  these  two  points  runs  along  the  shore, 
of  course  the  land  will  be  bounded  by  the  high-water  side  of  it. 
But  if  the  side  lines  are  described  as  running  to  the  jumd,  tlie  w- 
suit  will  bo  otherwise.     The  legal  force  and  effect  of  such  a  do- 
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scription  are  to  carry  the  land  to  the  pond  at  all  stages  of  the 
water,  which  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  it  extends  to  low- water 
mark;  and  if  the  line  between  these  two  points  is  run  along  the 
shore,  it  must  be  along  the  low-water  side  of  it;  and  the  land  will 
be  bounded  at  low-water  mark. 

And  such  is  the  effect  of  the  description  in  tlie  plaintiff's  deed. 

The  first  line  is  described  as  starting  at  a  point  back  from  Wilson 
pond  and  thence  nmning  to  the  pond.  The  terminus  of  the  line 
is  not  the  shore,  it  is  the  pond  itself;  and  the  legal  effect  is  to  carr}' 
the  line  to  the  low-water  side  of  the  shore;  and  as  the  next  course 
starts  from  that  point  and  runs  along  the  shore,  it  necessarily  runs 
along  the  low- water  side  of  it;  and  the  land  is  bounded  at  low-water 
mark. 

[Omitting  minor  points.] 

The  result  is  that  under  the  agreement  of  the  parties  stated  in 
the  report  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered . 

Plaintiff  nonsuit. 

Peters,  0.  J.,  Danporth,  Libbbt  and  Emery,  JJ.,  concurred. 


Crocker  v.  McOreoor. 

(70  Me.  282.) 

Bvidence  —  nuisance  — fright  of  harn: 

la  an  action  for  a  personal  injury  by  the  fright  of  a  home  by  the  escape  of 
steam  from  the  defendant's  mill,  situated  on  the  edge  of  a  highway,  evi- 
dence that  other  safe  horses  had  been  frightened  by  it  is  admissible.  (See 
note.p,  618.) 

4CTI0N  for  personal  injury  by  nuisance.     The  opinion  states 
the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

John  Varney,  for  plaintiffs. 

Charles  P.  Stetson,  for  defendant. 

LiBBEY,  J.  This  action  comes  before  this  court  on  exceptions 
and  motion.  It  is  for  an  injury  to  the  female  plaintiff  alleged  to 
have  been  eaiisofl    by  the  fright  of  her  horse  by  stoam  escjipin<j; 
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from  the  defendant's  mill,  situated  on  the  margin  of  the  public 
highway,  which  the  plaintiff  alleges  was  a  public  nuisance  to  the 
travel  over  the  way. 

The  exception  is  to  the  admission  of  evidence  produced  by  the 
plaintiff.  Witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  were  permitted  to  testify,  that 
when  travelling  by  the  mill  with  horses  well  broken  and  ordinarilv 
safe,  their  horses  were  frightened  by  the  escaping  steam.  This 
evidence  was  limited  to  a  short  time  before  and  after  the  plaintiff's 
injury,  when  the  mill  was  in  the  same  condition  as  when  she  was 
injured;  and  was  admitted  for  the  sole  purpose  of  showing  the 
capacity  of  the  escaping  st^^m  to  frighten  ordinary  horses.  We 
think  it  was  properly  admitted. 

The  issue  was  whether  the  mill,  as  constructed  and  used  with 
the  steam  escaping  into  the  way,  was  a  nuisance  to  the  public 
travel  Evidence  showing  that  it  naturally  frightened  ordinary 
horses  when  being  .driven  by  it  was  competent  to  show  its  effect 
upon  the  public  travel,  its  character  and  its  capacity  to  do  mischief. 
Its  effect  on  horses  was  not  dependent  upon  the  acts  of  men  which 
may  be  the  result  of  incapacity  or  negligence,  but  was  caused  by 
action  of  the  inanimate  thing  upon  an  animal  acting  from  instinct. 
It  was  not  to  show  that  other  parties  were  injured  at  the  same 
place  by  the  same  cause,  and  is  therefore  distinguishable  from 
cases  against  towns  for  injury  from  defects  in  a  highway  in  which 
this  court  has  held  that  evidence  of  accidents  to  others  at  the  same 
place  is  inadmissible,  because  it  raised  too  many  collateral  issues. 
Here  the  only  issue  is  the  effect  of  the  sight  and  sound  of  the 
steam  upon  ordinary  horses,  as  tending  to  show  that  travel  over 
the  way  was  thereby  rendered  dangerous.  Hill  v.  P.  <&  R,  Rail- 
road Co.y  65  Me.  439;  Burbank  v.  Bethel  Steam  Mill  Oo.,  75  id. 
373;  s.  c,  46  Am.  Rep.  400.  We  think  the  competency  of  the  evi- 
dence rests  upon  the  same  principle  as  evidence  in  actions  against 
railroad  corporations  for  damage  by  fire,  alleged  to  have  been  set 
by  coals  or  sparks  from  a  passing  locomotive,  that  the  same  loco- 
motive, or  others  similarly  constructed  and  used,  have  emitted 
sparks  and  coals,  and  set  fire  at  other  places  and  on  other  occasions. 
It  tends  to  show  the  capacity  of  the  inanimate  thing  to  do  the  mis- 
chief complained  of.  Orand  Trunk  R,  Co,  v.  Richardwn,  91  U. 
S.  454;   Whitney  v.   Inhabitants  of  Leomitister,  136  Mass.  25. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  evidence  re^wrted  upon  which 
the  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  is  based;  and  while  we  think 
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tJtx^    -v^^rdict  might  properly  have  been  for  the  defendant^  still  ther 
i^       ^iJLiSicient  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  if  the  jury  believe  it,  t 
^■^  t::^l:M.o:i*ize  the  verdict  for  her.     We  cannot  say  that  the  verdict  i 
0^^    <:iT  c^£u:ly  wrong  as  to  require  the  court  to  set  it  aside. 

Exceptions  and  motion  overruled* 
^^^^j^STM^nns,  C.  J.,  Waltok,    Danforth  and  Virgin,  JJ.,  con 

s  BY  THB  Reporter.— In  connection  with  this  case  read  LewU  y 

^a  Railroad,  60  N.  H.  187,  holding  that  on  the  question  whether  a  loco 

engine  emitting  steam  and  standing  near  a  highway  crossing  is  a 

dangerous  to  the  public  travel,  as  likely  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinar 

fc  ess,  evidence  of  other  horses  than  the  plaintifTs  being  frightened  b; 

fc.ives  and  cars  passing  near  the  same  crossing  is  not  admissible.     Th 

i^mld  :     "Evidence  that  other  horses  driven  by  other  persons  at  othe 

fc-Ad  been  frightened  by  the  same  or  a  similar  object,  or  by  a  sound  pre 

5.n  the  same  or  a  similar  manner,   was  admissible  to  show  that  th 

=>r  sound  was  dangerous  to  the  public  travel,  as  being  more  likely  tha 

1.  se  to  produce  the  result  complained  of.     Darling  v.  Westmoreland,  5 

-^r4)l ;  Oordon  v.  B.  &  M,  Bailroad,  58  id.  396.     The  case  does  not  sho^ 

^a  evidence  excepted  to  was  that  of  other  horses  being  frightened  by  th 

-f  ^     —      <:3f  steam  from  a  locomotive,  but  by  locomotives  and  cars  passing  upo] 

^^    ^■^"*«-iX  road  near  the  place  of  the  injury.     In  Darling  y.  WestTnor eland,  th 

■*~^  ^*^  ^CE  was  permitted  to  show  that  other  horses  were  frightened  at  the  sam 

-l  ^^:^      lumber  which  produced  the  particular  fright  occasioning  the  injur} 

^  '^^^^on  V.  Railroad^  evidence  that  other  horses  were  frightened  by  the  sam 

-^     *^^^^c^  use  of  a  locomotive  as  that  which  caused  the  injury,  was  admitted 

•^      ^^"^^     Jtawell  V.  Railroad,  supra,  evidence  that  locomotives  scattered  spark 

,  ^^^*^*^^l8  was  decided  to  be  competent  and  relevant  on  the  question  whethe 

---  ^^^'^^^icular  fire  was  set  by  sparks  or  coals  from  a  locomotive.     In  State  v 

y^  -^^^    -^^«  Railroad,  52  N.  H.  528,  neglect  of  the  engineer  to  give  the  warnini 

-        ^'^^  *^    on  approaching  a  highway  crossing  was  made  evidence  on  the  questioi 

.     -      *-*-^      ;5)ar^cular  negligence  at  a  different  time,  alleged  as  the  cause  of  th 

^^^^"^^    ^     and  in  HaU  v.  Brown,  58  N.  H.  93,  the  usage  of  railroad  agents  ani 

^*^'*^-«*  in  managing  cars  standing   on   or  near  a  crossing   was  admitted 

-^^        ^o^^ir  the  probable  management  of  the  same  cars  at  the   same  place  a 

*^  *^^.^  in  question.      The  evidence  excepted  to  was  not  evidence  of  otli<» 

^^      '^      t>eing  frightened  at  the  sound   of  escaping  steam,  nor  at  the  ^dgllt  o 

"^ .  ,  ^^^^I>or  produced  by  it.     Evidence  of  fright  produced   in   horses  by  lb 

^,         ^>:r*  sound  of  a  locomotive  and  cars  passing  on  a  railroad,  could  not  b 

^^<=^onthe  question  of  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff's  horse  at  anotljc 

^...        ^^'^^as  frightened    at  the  sound  of    steam    escaping    from  a  locomotiv 

.  *^^:ry  on  the    track.     Nor  could  the  defendant's  negligence  in  mana^ 

.  ^^^comotive  and  cars   runninir  on  the  railroad  at  or  near  the  crossin; 

be  e^^i  ^^  .  ^  .  . 

-  *  *-*  «nce  of  negligence   or  mismanagement  m  respect  to  steam  escapinj 

'••     locomotive  not  moving.     The   facts  shown  by  the  excepted  evidenr 
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were  too  unlike  those  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  he  evidence  of  negligence 
in  the  particular  case." 

In  Whitney  v.  Inhabitants  of  I^aniinster,  cited  in  the  pnncipal  case,  an  ac 
lion  for  injuries  caused  by  a  defect  in  the  highway,  the  defense  was  want  of 
due  care  in  the  plaintiff  in  driving  at  too  great  speed,  on  which  there  was  con- 
flicting testimony.  Defendant  was  allowed  to  show  tlmt  the  horse  had  trotted 
a  mile  in  three  minutes.  Held,  that  the  evidence  wajs  competent,  as  tending 
to  show  the  horse's  capacity  for  speed,  and  the  reasonable uess  of  the  defend- 
ant's theory  that  the  horse  had  [in  fart  been  driven  on  other  occasions  at  the 
rate  of  a  mile  in  thrt^e  minutes  ;  especially  after  the  plaintiff  had  himself  ad- 
mitted the  fact  upon  cross-examination.  The  court  said  :  *'  The  fact  to  be  de 
tenuined  was  undoubtedly  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  the  horse  was  driven  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  but  when  the  testimony  showed  a  very  high  rate  of 
speed,  as  bearing  upon  its  reasonableness  and  probability,  it  was  competent  to 
show  that  he  had  a  great  capacity  for  speed,  even  if  it  might  also  be  true  that  he 
was  not  then  driven  at  his  full  speed.  It  would  have  been  competent  tor  the 
plaintiff  to  have  shown  in  answer  to  defendant's  testimony  that  the  horse  was 
incapable  of  such  a  rate  as  fifteen  miles  an  hour,  and  that  he  could  not  be 
driven  or  urged  more  than  five  miles  an  hour.  The  evidence  offered  and  re 
ceived  here  was  of  the  same  description,  even  if  less  conclusive.  Where  the 
evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  whether  an  accident  has  occurred  entirely  by  rea 
son  of  a  defect  in  the  way  for  which  the  defendant  is  responsible  or  by  the 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  vicious  character  and  conduct  of  the  horse  which 
the  plaintiff  was  driving  has  contributed  thereto,  evidence  of  the  character 
and  habits  of  the  horse  is  admissible.  Although  the  accident  may  have  oc- 
curred even  if  the  horse  were  vicious  solely  by  the  defect  iu  the  way,  yet  evi- 
dence of  the  existence  of  a  vice  in  the  horse  legitimately  beant  upon  the 
inquiry  as  to  the  cause  of  the  accident  and  is  not  irrelevant.  Todd  v.  Ratcley, 
8  Allen,  51;  Maggi  v.  CiUtii,  123  Mass.  535.  While  in  T\ittle  v.  Lawrence,  119 
id.  276,  the  rejection  of  evidence  of  the  capacity  of  the  horse  for  speed 
which  the  plaintiff  was  driving,  when  offered  by  defendant  to  contradict  state 
ments  elicited  by  him  in  cross-examination,  and  not  appearing  to  have  bad 
any  necessary  bearing  upon  the  rate  of  the  speed  the  horse  was  travelling  at 
the  time  of  the  ac<;ident,  was  held  not  to  furnish  just  ground  of  exception,  it 
was  so  for  the  reason  that  it  was  deemed  to  be  within  the  discretion  of  the  pre- 
siding judge  to  limit  the  inquiry  as  to  the  speed  which  the  horse  was  capable 
of  going.  It  by  no  means  follows  from  this  decision  that  had  the  evidence 
thus  bffered  l)een  received  its  admission  would  have  furnished  ground  of  ex- 
ception. We  have  preferred  to  discuss  this  question  although  there  is  another 
reason  arising  from  the  position  of  the  esse  which  is  quite  decisive  against 
the  excepting  party.  Tlie  plaintiff  himself  had  testified  against  his  objection, 
hut  without  exception  on  his  part  that  the  horse  could  trot  a  mile  in  three 
minutes.  Tlie  evidence  offered  by  defendant  was  only  confirmatoiy  of  this. 
If  it  was  otherwise  incompetent,  it  simply  tended  to  prove  a  fact  which  the 
plaintiff  himself  conceded  and  cannot  have  been  prejudicial  to  him." 

See  Parker  v.  Portland  Ptib.  Co..  69  Me.  173  ;  8.  c.  31  Am.  Rep.  263  :  Hud 
§0n  v.  rhirngo,  efr.,  R.  Co.,  59  Iowa,  581  ;  fl.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  692. 
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Northrop  v.  Halb. 

m  Me.  806.) 

Evidence  —  pedigree  —  deelarcUums. 

To  prove  the  illegitimacy  of  a  claimant  of  an  intestate  estate,  the  declarations 
of  the  intestate  s  di^ceased  sister,  in  whose  family  the  claimant  was  bom  and 
brought  up  and  the  intestate  lived,  are  admissible,  when  made  ante  litem 
fnotam* 

A  PPEAL  from  judge  of  Probate.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Nathan  and  Henry  B,  Cleaves  and  M.  F.  Frank,  for  plaintiff. 

Drummond  i&  Drwnmond  and  Clarence  Hale,  for  defendant. 

Virgin,  J.  This  appeal  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  judge 
of  Probate,  wherein  he  ordered  a  distribution  of  an  intestate  estate, 
»nd  adjudged  against  the  claim  of  the  appellant  that  he  was 
not  the  natural  son  of  the  intestate,  but  was  the  legitimate  son  of 
the  intestate's  sister. 

In  the  Supreme  Court  of  Probate  to  which  the  appeal  was  taken, 
the  same  question  was  submitted  to  a  jury  who  found  against  the 
appellant. 

At  the  trial  of  the  issue  it  appeared  inter  alia  that  the  appellant 

'•'a^^.born  in  Steuben ville,  Ohio,  and  was  brought  up  there  in  the 

'^mfly  of  the  intestate's  sister,  in  which  also  the  intestate  resided 

^^  th&  time  of  the  appellant's  birth  and  for  several  years  thereafter. 

/he     appellant  tendered  the  "  declaration  of  Mary  Northrop  (the 

/^tosfc^te's  sister)  relative  to  the  birth  and  parentage  of  John  A. 

",  ^-'"^W.rop,"  the  appellant.     What  the  specific  declarations  were, 

.   ^    ^  i  11  of  exception  fails   to  disclose.     It  is  sufficiently  general  to 

,  ^^**<^e  declarations  that  the  appellant  was  the   lawful  son  of  the 

^^'^'^*^»"aiit,  which  was  claimed  by  the  appellee.     The  admissibility 

^  '"^  ^^  h  a  declaration  could  not  be  successfully  challenged  under 

*    *       ""^  xiown  rule  of  evidence.     For  the  practice  in  such  cases  seems 

**^     't:hat  some  evidence  of  the  requisite  relationship  (though  tlie 

{. *-       degree  may  not  be  essential  perhaps,  Vowles  v.  Young,  13 

i  40)  dehors  the  declarations  must  be  shown  before  they  can 


♦See  Siriuk  v.  Frrnrfi  (11  r.ea,  78),  47  Am.  Rep.  277. 
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be  admitted.  Putter  v.  Randall^  2  Moore  &  P.  24;  Plant  v.  Taylor, 
7  Hurl.  &  Nor.  237;  Oee  v.  Ward,  7  B.  &  B.  514.  And  this  evi- 
dence is  primarily  addressed  to  the  presiding  justice,  who,  before 
admitting  the  declarations,  must  be  satisfied  that  a,  prima  facie  case 
of  the  requisite  relationship  has  been  made  out.  Jenkins  v.  Davis. 
10  Q.  B.  313,  322;  Hitchinay.  EardUy,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  248.  And 
the  facts  shown,  the  birth,  place  of  birth,  the  bringing  up  and  the 
name  of  the  appellant,  are  ample  prima  facte  evidence  of  relation- 
ship to  warrant  the  admission  of  the  declaration  mentioned.  4 
Camp.  416;  Viall  v.  Smith,  6  R.  I.  417.  Still  there  is  some  ap- 
parent discrepancy  in  the  practice.  Blackburn  v.  Crawford,  3 
Wall.  175;  Jewell  y,  Jewell,  1  How.  219,  231;  Alexander  v.  Chamber- 
lain,  1  Thomp.  &  Cook,  600. 

But  the  appellant  could  not  be  aggrieved  by  the  exclusion  of  a 
declaration  which  would  disprove  his  claim,  and  his  exception  for 
such  an  exclusion  could  not  therefore  be  sustained. 

Yet  considering  the  appellant's  claim  together  with  the  facts  and 
admissions  disclosed  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  we  can  have  no  doubt 
that  the  declarations  tendered  and  excluded  had  a  direct  bearing 
upon  the  issue,  and  that  the  question  intended  to  be  raised  by  the 
parties,  is:  Whether,  in  determining  who  are  the  rightful  dis- 
tributees of  an  intestate  estate,  the  declarations  of  the  intestate's 
sister  (since  deceased),  in  whose  family  he  was  not  only  bom  and 
brought  up,  but  in  which  also  the  intestate  herself  lived  when  the 
appellant  was  bom  and  for  several  years  thereafter,  are  admissible 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  was  the  natural  son  of  the  in- 
testate, who  had  not  then  been  married. 

All  of  the  authorities  seem  to  concur  in  holding  that  while  her 
declarations  would  be  competent  to  show  the  appellant  to  be  her 
own  illegitimate  son,  bom  before  her  marriage,  yet  under  a  rule 
founded,  as  Lord  Mansfield  said,  "in  decency,  morality  and 
policy,'*  her  declarations  would  not  be  allowed  to  prove  her  own  son 
illegitimate  if  born  in  wedlock.  Ooodright  v.  Moss,  Cowp.  591;  1 
Greenl.  Ev.,  §§  253,  344;  Haddock  v.  B.  and  At.  Railroad,  3  Allen, 
300;  Abington  v.  Duxbury,  105  Mass.  287.  Can  her  declarations 
be  admitted  to  show  the  illegitimacy  of  her  unmarried  sister's  son 
bom  and  brought  up  in  her  own  family  ?  This  involves  no  bastard- 
izing of  her  own  issue. 

Formerly  the  declarations  of  servants,  physicians  and  intimate 
friends  have  been  admitted  at  nisi  prins  in   the  English  courts. 
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Johnson  V.  Lawsofi,  2  Bing.  86,  the  court  iinanin 
the  declarations  of  a  deceased  housekeeper.  Be 
:ed  that  the  admission  of  evidence  in  such  cases  mui 
some  limits;  limiting  declarants  to  relatives  com 
Dr  marriage  afforded  a  certain  and  intelligible  rul 
are  passed,  an  almost  endless  inquiry  as  to  the  deg] 
between  the  family  and  the  declarant  might  be 
lat  decision,  all  modern  authorities  exclude  declarat: 
^moa.  neighbors,  intimate  acquaintances,  etc.,  of  the 
:Mnaere  hearsay  evidence.  Vowles  v.  Young,  13  '' 
>f7*  *  ^^'^^o^clcB  V.  Baker,  id.  514;  Jackson  v.  Browner,  18  J 
'5^-  I  "fc.    has  therefore  become  a  universally  recognized  exc 

tHe  S'^^*^^  «ral  rule  excluding  hearsay,  based  on  various  sound 
utioxx^^  ~f;hat  as  to  certain  facts  of  family  history,  usually  den 
pedi^r-x*^^^^  comprising  inter  alia,  birth,  death  and  marriage^ 
\vitf:i^  tiiz^^ir  respective  dates,  and  in  a  qualified  sense,  legiti 
ille^-x-fci  jHi^Qacy,  declarations  are  admissible :  (1)  When  it  a 
^^^^^^'^^^^^:^'^  dehors  the  declarations  that  the  declai-ant  was 
rela.ti<3<i  )jy  hlood  or  marriage  to  the  person  or  family  whoi 
^  ^*^c^  fcg  concern.  (2)  That  the  declarant  was  dead  whei 
^  ^^^^^*=^a  were  tendered  ;  and  (3)  That  they  were  made  ( 
molaj^^^  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §§  103  et  seq,  and  notes  ;  1  Whart.  E 
^       ^^*      -^^-.nd  notes  ;  1  Taylor  Ev.,  §§  571  et  seq,  and  notes  ; 


^  ^^^^  •     -^^  ^a),  §  498  and  notes. 


Chancellor  Eldon  said  such  declarations  *'  are  a 

^*^      x,^^^^^^^  principle  that  they  are  the  natural  effusions  of  a  f 

^v^vl^^^    ^•^^•pon  an  occasion  when  his  mind  stands  in  an  ever 

.         ^"^  «^   any  temptation  to  exceed  or  fall  short  of  the  trut 

^        ^^  ^^y  must  be  from  persons  having  such  connection 


whom  they  relate,  that  it  is  natural  and  likely,  f] 
^       ^^i<;  habits  and  connections,  that  they  are  speaking 
'^*^^^^^^^>.iiot  be  mistaken." 

-^    '^  CJhancellor  Eeskine  declared  that  the  ''  law  resorts  t 
^^    ^^  ^^^^C3  of  relations  upon  the  principle  of  interest  in  tl 
\^vr^       "^'^liom  the  descent  is  to  be  made  out. "    Vowles  v.  Youi 
^^    "^low  was  adopted  by  Prof.  Greenleaf.     1  Greenl.  E 
.  ^^T.  Taylor  sums  up  the  authorities  by  declaring  sucl 

admissible  coming  from  such  sources,  as  relatives 
,  ^^^^  to  have  the  greatest  interest  in  seeking  the  be 
^^^38  for  obtaining,  and  the  least  reason  for  falsifving 
Vol.  XLIX  — 78 
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tiou  on  the  subject/'  1  Taylor  Ev.,  §  671.  Do  not  the  quali- 
lications  of  Mrs.  Northrop  come  fully  up  to  these  requisitions  ? 

In  Qoodrighl  v.  Moss,  Cowp.  571,  thedeclarationsof  parents  were 
held  admissible,  after  their  decease,  to  prove  that  their  son  was 
born  before  their  marriage  and  was  therefore  illegitimate  ;  and  this 
case  is  not  questioned  on  this  point  in  Berkley  Peerage  case,  4 
Camp.  401. 

In  Votvles  v.  Young,  supra,  a  new  trial  was  granted  because  the 
declarations  of  a  husband  that  his  wife  was  illegitimate  were  n- 
jected. 

In  Haddock  v.  B,  and  Me,  Railroad,  supra,  a  mother's  declarations 
were  tidmitted  to  prove  the  illegitimacy  of  her  daughter  by  showing 
that  the  mother  was  never  married. 

So  where  the  question  was  whether  the  plaintiff's  mother  was 
the  legitimate  child  of  the  ancestor,  whose  land  was  in  dispute  and 
the  record  showed  the  latter's  marriage  at  a  certain  date,  the  an- 
cestor's declaration  —  that  "unless  he  made  a  will,  Louisa  (plaint- 
iflp's  mother)  could  get  nothing,"  was  held  com}>etent  to  go  to  th<^ 
jury  on  the  question  of  her  illegitimacy.  Viall  v.  Smith,  6  R.  I. 
417.     See  also  Barnum  v.  Barnum,  42  Md.  251,  304. 

It  would  seem  therefore  that  the  declarations  of  the  intestate 
would  be  admissible  to  show  that  the  appellant  was  her  illegitimate* 
8on  ;  and  if  the  mother's  declarations  would  be,  why  would  not  be 
those  of  the  mother's  sister,  in  whose  family  the  child  was  bom  and 
brought  up,  and  in  which  the  mother  lived  at  the  time  and  for 
years  after. 

It  is  urged  that  there  are  some  English  authorities  which  some- 
what tend  otherwise. 

In  Bamford  v.  Barton,  2  Moody  &  Ryan,  28,  where  one  K.  died 
seised  of  land,  leaving  none  but  illegitimate  children,  to  whom  he 
willed  for  life  his  property  with  remainder  to  his  own  lawful  heirs, 
who  brought  ejectment  claiming  the  devisees  for  life  to  be  dead  ; 
and  to  prove  it,  offered  the  declarations  of  one  of  them,  who  had 
since  died,  to  prove  the  deeejise  of  the  other,  Patterson,  J.,  at 
nisi  prius,  held  the  declarations  inadmissible  on  the  ground  that 
the  declarant  was  not,  in  point  of  law,  a  member  of  the  family  of 
his  reputed  father."  We  also  entertain  the  same  opinion,  and  for 
the  same  reason. 

In  Crispin  v.  Doglioni,  2  Swab.  &  Tris.  44,  decided  in  the  Probat<^ 
Court  in  Enghmd  in  1863,  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  the  natural  son 
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of  the  intestate.  To  prove  it,  he  tendered  the  declarations  of  a  de- 
ceased brother  of  the  intestate.  Sir  C.  Ckeswell,  after  remarking 
there  was  no  case  in  point,  held  the  declarations  inadmissible,  say- 
ing: '^The  admissibility  of  hearsay  evidence  is  exceptional,  and 
ought  not  to  be  carried  farther  than  the  decisions  in  the  books, 
for  it  is  a  departure  from  the  first  rule  of  evidence.  I  can  well  un- 
derstand that  when  a  matter  is  likely  to  be  discussed  and  well  known 
in  a  family,  a  member  of  the  family  may  be  allowed  to  give  evi- 
dence of  it ;  but  in  this  case  the  plaintiff,  according  to  his  own 
account,  is  filius  nullius,  by  our  law.  The  question  is  whether  a 
declaration  of  one  brother  may  be  admitted  as  to  another  brother 
having  had  intercourse  with  a  woman,  and  having  had  a  child  by 
her;  I  think  it  ought  to  be  excluded."  We  cannot  perceive  any 
objection  to  this  ruling.  No  one  can  pretend  that  it  comes  within 
the  exception  admitting  hearsay,  for  the  putative  father  has  no 
relationship  with  his  bastard  son,  and  hence  the  case  is  not  appH- 
cable  to  the  case  at  bar.  Moreover^  the  case  is  especially  sound  in 
England,  and  it  might  there  be  considered  as  applicable  to  a  caso 
having  the  same  facts  as  in  the  case  at  bar.  For  by  the  common 
law,  in  order  to  *^  render  odious  illicit  commerce  between  the  sexes 
and  to  stamp  disgrace  on  the  fruits  of  it,   notwithstanding  the 

1  punishment  usually  fell  upon  the  innocent,  it  was  thought  wise  to 

prohibit  the  offspring  from  tracing  their  birth  to  a  source  which  is 

i  deemed  criminal  by  law."     Cooleyy,  Dewey,  4  Pick.  95.     Hence 

bastards  were  said  by  the  common  law  to  be  the  *' children  of 
nobody,"  and  could  not  transmit  by  descent  except  to  their  own 
offspring.  1  Bl.  Com.  459;  2  Kent  Com.  (12th  ed.)  212-3;  Hughes 
V.  Decker,  38  Me.  153,  160.  And  such  was  the  law  in  this  States 
until  1838,  when  the  legislature,  as  have  the  legislatures  of  several 
other  States,  ameliorated  the  rights  of  illegitimate  children.  *'  Thi8 
relaxation  in  the  laws  in  so  many  States,"  says  Chancellor  Kent,  **  of 
the  severity  of  the  common  law,  rests  upon  the  principle  that  the  rela- 
tion of  parent  and  child,  which  exists  in  this  unhappy  ca«e,  in  all 
its  native  and  binding  force,  ought  to  produce  the  ordinary  conse- 
quence of  consanguinity."  2  Kent  Com.  (12th  ed.)214.  By  the 
statutes  of  this  State,  *' an  illegitimate  child  is  the  heir  of  his 
mother,"  and  ''his  estate  descends  to  his  mother  when  he  dies 
intestate  without  issue."    Rev.  Stat.,  chap.  75,  §§  3  and  4. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  therefore   that  inasmuch  as  the  relation- 
ship of  sister  existed  between  the  intestate  and   the  declarant,  and 
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by  force  of  the  statute,  that  of  mother  and  son  between  the  intes- 
tate and  the  appellant,  the  declarations  came  literally  within  the 
exception  and  are  consequently  admissible;  and  that  the  jury 
should  be  allowed  to  pass  upon  their  weight,  if  tliey  find  they  were 
ever  made,  in  connection  with  the  other  testimony  in  the  case. 

Exceptions  sustained. 
Pbtbes,  C.  J.,  Walton,  Dakforth,  SYMONDsand  Emeby,  JJ., 
concurred. 


State  v.  Kblly. 

a6Me.331.) 

Oriminal  law  —  murder  — jurisdictian  —  United  States  fort. 

Where  a  mortal  wound  is  unlawfully  inflicted  in  a  fort  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  victim  dies  out  of  the  fort,  the  State  courts  have  no  jurisdietioD, 
although  the  State  statute  should  profess  to  give  jurisdiction. 

TNDICTMENT  for  murder. 

Henry  B.  CleaveSy  attorney-general,  and  Frank  J,  Baker,  oonnty 
attorney,  for  State. 

Washington  Oilbert,  for  respondent. 

Asa  Bird  Gardiner,  judge  advocate  TI.  S.  A.,  and  Wilbur  F^ 
Lunt,  TI.  S.  attorney  for  the  district  of  Maine,  for  United  States. 

Walton,  J.  The  question  is  whether  the  courts  of  this  State 
have  jurisdiction  of  the  crimes  of  murder  or  manslaughter  com- 
mitted within  Fort  Popham  near  the  mouth  of  the  Kennebec  river. 

We  think  they  have  not.  Fort  Popham  is  a  United  States  fort. 
It  is  erected  on  land  purchased  for  a  fort;  and  the  purchase  was 
made  by  consent  of  the  legislature  of  this  State.  The  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  declares  that  Congress  shall  have  power  to 
exercise  exclusive  legislation  over  all  places  purchased  by  the  con- 
sent of  the  legislature  of  the  State  in  which  the  same  shall  be,  for 
the  erection  of  forts,  magazines,  arsenals,  dock-yards  and  other 
needful  buildings;  and  in  the  exercise  of  this  power.  Congress  has 
enacted  what  the  punishments  for  murder  and  manslaughter  shall 
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be  when  committed  within  any  fort^  arsenal^  dock-yard^  magazine 
or  other  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and 
conferred  authority  upon  the  Federal  courts  to  try  the  persons 
charged  with  these  offenses.  The  conclusion  is  therefore  inevitable 
that  the  courts  of  this  State  do  not  have  jurisdiction  of  the  crimes 
of  murder  or  manslaughter  committed  in  a  United  States  fort.  In 
fact  we  do  not  know  that  this  proposition  is  denied  by  any  one. 

But  it  is  said  that  although  a  mortal  wound  may  be  inflicted 
within  a  fort,  still  if  the  person  wounded  dies  elsewhere,  the  crime 
must  not  be  regarded  as  having  been  committed  in  the  fort  but  at 
the  place  where  the  person  dies;  and  that  in  such  a  case  the  courts  of 
the  latter  place  have  jurisdiction.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the 
courts  of  the  latter  place  do  sometimes  have  jurisdiction.  But  wo 
are  satisfied  that  when  this  is  so  it  is  not  because  the  crime  is  to  be 
regarded  as  having  been  committed  there,  but  because  some  rule 
of  law,  statutory  or  otherwise,  expressly  confers  such  jurisdiction. 
The  modern  and  more  rational  view  is  that  the  crime  is  committed 
where  the  unlawful  act  is  done,  and  that  the  subsequent  death, 
while  it  may  be  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction,  cannot  change  the 
locality  of  the  crime. 

And  this  brings  us  to  the  only  question  in  relation  to  which 
there  can  be  any  doubt  in  this  case;  and  that  is  whether  our  statute 
which  declares  that  if  a  mortal  wound  is  inflicted  or  poison  admin- 
istered on  the  high  seas  or  without  the  State,  whereby  death  en- 
sues within  the  State,  such  offense  may  be  tried  in  the  county 
where  the  death  ensues.     Kev.  Stat.,  chap.  131,  §  3. 

Perhaps  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  this  statute  was  not 
intended  to  apply  to  the  United  States  forts  which  are  within  our 
State;  that  by  its  terms  it  applies  only  to  the  high  seas  and 
other  places  without  the  State;  that  the  purchase  of  land  by 
the  United  States  for  a  fort,  while  it  confers  upon  Con- 
gress the  exclusive  power  to  legislate  for  it,  does  not  take 
the  land  out  of  the  State.  It  is  still  within  our  territorial 
limits.  But  we  do  not  rest  our  decision  upon  this  ground. 
Another,  and  as  it  seems  to  us  a  conclusive  answer,is  that  the  power 
of  Congress  to  legislate  for  the  territory  on  which  a  United  States 
fort  is  erected  is  declared  by  the  Federal  Constitution  to  be  exclusive. 
Consequently  there  can  be  no  concurrent  jurisdiction.  And  any 
statute  of  the  State,  which  should  attempt  to  exercise  such  a  juris- 
diction, must  necessarily  be  unconstitutional  and  void.     Congress 
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lias  provided  for  the  punishment  of  crimes  committed  within  the 
forts  of  the  United  States.  It  has  expressly  provided  for  the  pun- 
ishment of  murder  :uid  manslaughter.  Rev.  Stat,  U.  S.,  §§  533U, 
5341,  5343.  And  conferred  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon  the  Federal 
courts.  Rev.  Stat.,§  629,cl.  20.  How  then  can  a  State  court  take  juris- 
diction? Clearly  it  cannot,  unless  when  a  mortal  blow  or  a  wound 
is  inflicted  in  a  fort  and  the  person  struck  or  wounded  dies  out  of 
the  fort  the  crime  is  regarded  as  committed  where  the  person  dies; 
and  this,  as  already  stated,  is  a  doctrine  which  we  cannot  sustain. 
It  is  condemned  by  the  weight  of  modem  authority,  English  as 
well  as  American,  and  is  opposed  to  reason. 

The  authorities  bearing  on  the  question  will  be  found  in  1  Bish. 
Orim.  Law,  §§  69,  154;  Bish.  Crim.  Proc.,  chap.  4;  CammonweaUh 
V.  Mac  Loon,  101  Mass.  1,  and  in  U.  S.  v.  Guiieau,  1  Mackey,  498; 
s.  c,  47  Am.  Rep.  247. 

The  plea  in  abatemefU  is  stietained,  and  the  prisoner  surrendered 
to  the  United  States  authorities. 

Peters,  C.  J.,  Danporth,  Virgin  and  Libbby,  JJ.,  concurred. 


State  v.  Maine  Central  Railroad  Gompant« 

a«  Me.  857.) 

NegUgenee  —  carUribtUary — presumption. 

One  in  the  full  possession  of  liis  faculties,  who  andertakes  to  cross  a  railitMui 
track  when  a  train  of  cars  is  about  passing,  and  is  struck  by  it,  is  prima 
fade  gruilty  of  negligence.*    {See  note,  p.  638.) 

CONVICTION  of  negligent  killing  of  a  person.     The  opinion 
states  the  point. 

7.  Hutchings  and  F.  H,  Appleton,  county  attorney,  for  State. 

Wilson  it  Woodtoard,  for  defendant. 

Walton,  J.  This  is  an  indictment  against  the  Maine  Central 
Railroad  Company  for  negligently  caasing  the  death  of  a  person. 
It  appears  that  December  26,  1882,  at  about  half-past  six  o'clock 

♦  Oontra,  Penn.  R.  Go.  v.  Weber  (76  Penn.  St.  157),  18  Am.  Rep.  407.      Se« 
also  Gastidy  v.  AngeU  (12  R.  1.  447).  34  Am.  Rep.  690,  and  note. 
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in  the  e?eniug,  Dr.  Pickard,  of  Carmel,  in  an  attempt  to  cross  the 
riiilroad  with  a  horse  and  sleigh,  was  struck  by  a  passing  train  and 
instantly  killed.  A  trial  has  been  had  and  a  verdict  of  guilty  re- 
turned against  the  railroad.  The  question  is  whether  the  evidence 
justified  this  verdict.     We  think  it  did  not. 

It  is  settled  law  in  this  State,  that  in  prosecutions  of  this  kind, 
whether  in  form  civil  or  criminal,  the  burden  is  upon  the  party 
prosecuting  to  show  that  the  person  injured  or  killed  did  not  by 
his  own  want  of  ordinary  care  contribute  to  produce  the  accident. 
Gleason  v.  Bremen,  50  Me.  222  ;  State  v.  Grand  Trunk  Railway, 
58  id.  176;  8.   c,  4  Am.  Rep.  258. 

In  the  case  first  cited  it  was  held  that  the  law  is  clear  and  un- 
questioned that  the  plaintiff  must  satisfy  the  jury,  as  an  affirmative 
fact,  to  be  established  by  him,  as  a  necessary  part  of  his  case,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  accident  he  was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care. 
And  in  the  second  case  cited  it  was  held,  after  a  full  and  careful 
examination  of  the  question,  that  in  tlie  trial  of  indictments  against 
milroads  to  recover  the  forfeiture  created  by  our  statute  for  negli- 
gently causing  the  death  of  a  person,  '*  the  same  rules  of  evidence 
and  the  same  principles  of  law  should  be  applied,  as  in  like  cases 
when  redress  is  sought  by  a  civil  action  for  damages." 

We  must  therefore  regard  it  as  settled  law  in  this  State  that  in 
this  class  of  cases,  whether  in  form  civil  or  criminal,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  party  prosecuting  to  show  due  care  on  the  part  of 
the  person  injured  or  killed,  at  the  time  of  the  accident  ;  or  in 
other  words,  that  his  want  of  due  care  did  not  contribute  to  pro- 
duce the  injury  complained  of. 

In  this  case,  there  is  not  only  a  total  want  of  such  evidence,  but 
the  proof,  as  far  as  it  goes,  tends  strongly  to  establish  the  contrary. 
No  one  witnessed  the  accident  except  the  engineer  and  fireman  on 
the  train.  The  engineer's  account  of  the  transaction  is  that  as  he 
npproached  the  crossing,  and  when  the  engine  was  not  over  fifteen 
feet  from  it,  the  horse  came  right  up  into  the  head-light,  and  the 
j>ilot  of  the  engine  took  right  under  the  sleigh,  and  threw  the  de- 
ceased right  up  on  to  the  head-board;  that  he  stopped  the  train  as 
Aoon  as  he  could,  and  went  forward  and  found  the  man  dead  upon 
the  front  of  the  engine.  The  fireman  says  he  saw  nothing  till  they 
went  on  to  the  crossing;  that  he  then  got  a  glimpse  of  a  horse  and 
daw  a  man  come  up  on  to  the  pilot.  These  are  the  only  accounts  we 
get  of  the  transaction.     How  it  happened  that  the  deceased  drove 
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on  to  this  crossing  directly  in  front  of  an  approaching  train  is  left 
to  conjecture  alone. 

It  is  claimed  that  no  bell  was  rung  or  whistle  sounded ;  and  that 
in  consequence  of  this  failure  the  deceased  was  not  apprised  of 
the  approach  of  the  train.  The  evidence  seems  to  us  to  prepon- 
derate most  overwhelmingly  in  favor  of  the  fact  that  the  bell  was 
rung  and  the  whistle  sounded.  But  suppose  they  were  not,  still  it 
seems  to  us  impossible  to  believe  that  the  deceased  undertook  to 
cross  the  track  in  ignorance  of  the  approach  of  the  train.  He  wjis 
a  man  of  mature  years,  and  in  the  full  possession  of  his  faculties. 
His  sight  and  hearing  were  good.  He  lived  in  the  immediate 
neighborhood  of  this  crossing,  and  must  have  been  acquainted  with 
the  time  and  speed  of  the  trains.  The  evening  was  still,  and  the 
ground  frozen,  and  the  rumbling  of  the  train  could  be  heard  at  a 
great  distance.  The  head-light  was  on,  and  the  cars  all  lighted, 
and  the  deceased's  view  of  an  approaching  train  for  a  considerable 
portion  of  the  way  as  he  drove  from  his  house  to  the  crossing  unob- 
structed. If  under  the  circumstances  the  deceased  undertook  to 
cross  the  track  in  ignorance  of  the  approach  of  the  train,  the  infer- 
ence is  irresistible  that  he  did  not  exercise  that  degree  of  vigilance 
which  the  law  requires.  He  could  not  have  used  his  eyes  nor  his 
eai*8  as  the  law  required  him  to  use  them.  The  fact  must  not  be 
overlooked  that  the  train  was  very  near,  as  otherwise  he  would  not 
have  been  struck  by  it.  One  in  the  full  possession  of  his  faculties, 
who  undertakes  to  cross  a  railroad  track  at  the  very  moment  a  train 
of  cars  is  passing,  or  when  a  train  is  so  near  that  he  is  not  only 
liable  to  be,  but  is  in  fact,  struck  by  it,  ib  prima  Jacie  guilty  of 
negligence;  and  in  the  absence  of  a  satisfactory  excuse,  his  negli- 
gence must  be  regarded  as  established.  The  excuse  offered  in  this 
case  is  not  satisfactory.  The  evidence  so  overwhelmingly  preponder- 
ates in  favor  of  the  fact  that  the  bell  was  rung  and  the  whistle 
sounded  that  we  cannot  regard  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  rail- 
road company  in  these  particulars  as  proved.  But  if  we  concede 
that  this  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  that  the  court  has 
no  right  to  interfere  with  their  finding,  still  the  inference  is  irresisti- 
ble that  the  deceased  did  not  exercise  that  degree  of  vigilance 
which  the  law  requires,  or  he  would  have  known  of  the  approach  of 
the  train  without  these  signals.  And  if  not  ignorant  of  its  approach 
(which  we  believe  to  be  the  fact)  then  the  relation  of  cause  and 
effect  between  the  alleged  negligence  and  the  accident  is  wanting; 
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and  the  verdict  must  1)0  regarded  as  wrong  upon  that  ground.  It 
is  not  enoagh  to  establish  negligence  and  an  accident  It  must 
also  be  shown  that  the  negligence  was  the  cause  of  the  accident 
An  omission  to  ring  the  bell  or  sound  the  whistle  could  not  have 
been  the  cause  of  the  accident  if  the  deceased  had  notice  of  the  ap- 
proach of  the  train  by  other  means.  Our  belief  is  that  the  deceased 
did  have  such  notice;  that  he  could  not  have  been  so  unobservant 
as  to  neither  see  nor  hear  the  approach  of  that  train  ;  and  conse- 
quently that  the  alleged  negligence  in  omitting  to  ring  the  bell  or 
sound  the  whistle  could  not  have  been  the  cause  of  the  accident. 
But  if  he  did  not  have  such  notice;  if  he  drove  onto  that  crossing  in 
total  ignorance  of  the  approach  of  a  train;  then  the  conclusion  seems 
to  us  inevitable  that  he  must  have  been  exceedingly  negligent  in  the 
use  of  his  eyes  and  his  ears.  So  that  whichever  view  we  take,  the 
verdict  is  clearly  wrong.  In  the  one  case  the  want  of  the  relation 
of  cause  and  effect  invalidates  it;  in  the  other,  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

Similar  views  are  expressed  and  similar  conclusions  sustained^ 
even  in  those  States  in  which  it  is  held  that  the  burden  of  proof  to 
show  contributory  negligence  is  on  the  defendant.  A  fortiori  they 
ought  to  prevail,  where  as  in  this  State  the  burden  of  proof  is  not 
upon  the  defendant  to  show  contributoiy  negligence,  but  upon  the 
party  prosecuting  to  show  the  absence  of  it. 

In  Railroad  v.  ffeilman,  49  Penn.  St.  60,  the  court  held  that 
the  omission  of  a  traveller  when  approaching  a  railroad  crossing  to 
look  and  listen  for  approaching  trains  is  negligence  per  se ;  not 
merely  evidence  of  negligence,  but  negligence  itself,  and  should  be 
so  declared  by  the  court,  and  not  submitted  to  the  jury;  that 
while  it  is  true  that  what  constitutes  negligence  is  generally  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  jury,  it  is  not  always  so;  that  when  the  law 
fixes  the  standard  of  duty  an  entire  omission  to  perform  it  is  not 
merely  evidence  of  negligence  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  it  is  negli- 
gence itself,  and  should  be  so  declared  by  the  court;  that  even  on 
a  common  road,  travellers  must  ]ook  out  for  the  approach  of  other 
vehicles  passing;  that  this  is  more  necessary  at  railroad  crossings, 
because  movements  upon  a  railroad  are  more  rapid,  and  because  the 
consequences  of  a  collision  are  likely  to  be  more  disastrous;  that 
precaution,  looking  out  for  danger,  is  a  duty  imposed  by  law,  and 
that  to  rush  heedlessly  on  to  a  crossing  over  which  the  law  allow 
engines  of  fearful  power  to  be  propelled,  without  looking  uiul 
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listening  for  a  coming  train,  is  not  merely  an  imperfect  perform- 
ance of  duty,  it  is  an  entire  failure  of  performance. 

And  in  Railroad  v.  Beale,  73  Penn.  St.  504 ;  8.  c,  13  Am.  Rep. 
753,  Mr.  Justice  Shabswood,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  tho 
court,  says  that  there  never  was  a  more  important  principle  settle<l 
than  that  which  declares  that  the  omission  to  look  and  listen  for 
the  approach  of  trains  before  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad  track 
is  not  merely  evidence  of  negligence  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  but 
negligence  per  ne,  and  to  be  so  declared  by  the  court;  that  it  is  not 
so  important  to  the  milroad  companies  as  to  the  travelling  phblic; 
that  the  omission  of  this  duty  often  results  in  collisions  by  whicrli 
the  lives  of  hundreds  of  passengers  are  lost;  and  that  travellers 
should  be  taught  that  the  performance  of  this  duty  is  due,  not  only 
to  themselves,  but  to  others  also. 

In  Railroad  v.  Crawford^  24  Ohio  St.  631;  s.  c,  15  Am.  Rep. 
633,  the  law  upon  this  subject  seems  to  us  to  be  stated  accurately. 
It  is  there  said  that  unquestionably  ordinary  prudence  requires  a 
l)erson  ia  the  full  enjoyment  of  his  faculties,  before  attempting  to 
pass  over  a  known  railroad  crossing,  to  use  his  faculties  of  hearing 
and  seeing  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  and  avoiding  danger  from 
an  approaching  train  ;  and  that  the  omission  to  do  so,  without 
a  reasonable  excuse  therefor,  is  negligence,  and  will  defeat  an 
action  to  recover  for  an  injury  to  which  such  negligence  con- 
tributed. 

In  Dasconib  v.  Railroad,  27  Barb.  221,  it  is  said  in  a  case  very 
similar  to  the  one  we  are  now  considering,  that  when  negligence  is 
the  issue,  it  must  be  a  case  of  unmixed  negligence;  that  this  rule  is 
important,  salutary  in  its  effects,  and  should  be  maintained  in  \X» 
purity;  that  the  careless  are  thereby  taught  that  if  they  sustain  an 
injury  to  which  their  own  negligence  has  contributed  the  law  will 
afford  them  no  redress. 

In  Wilcox  V.  Railroad,  39  N.  Y,  358  (a  case  in  every  essential 
})articular  like  the  one  now  under  consideration),  the  court  held 
that  when  one  is  killed  in  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad  track  within 
the  limits  of  a  public  highway,  and  at  a  public  crossing,  if  it  appear 
that  the  deceased  would  have  seen  the  approaching  c:ir8,  in  season 
to  have  avoided  them,  had  he  first  looked  before  attempting  to 
cross,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  did  not  look;  and  that  by  omit- 
tiui^  so  plain  and  imperative  a  duty,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
guilty  of  negliorenee,  which  precludes  a  recovery;  thjit  in  crossing 
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^  .rzulroad  track  ordinar}'  sense,  prudence  and  capacity  require  a 
tn^  w^^ler  to  use  his  ears  and  eyes  so  far  as  he  has  an  opportunity  to 
<io    s<:>,  and  a  failure  to  do  so  is  negligence  sufficient  to  preclude  a 
JT^c^o ^%?'eTy  f or  any  injury  he  may  receive,  in  case  of  accident;  and 
th^M^t^       tte  negligence  of  the  company  in  not  ringing  the  ])ell  or 
8o«_»  7m<Hiig    the  whistle    is   no  excuse   for  the   traveller's   neglect. 
A^^t^^^mr    citing  many  authorities,  Mr.  Justice  Miller  said:  The  effect 
of  ^1^.^    cases  cited  is  to  sustain  the  principle,   that  where  the  negli- 
ge m:m<:^<3       of  the  party  injured  or  killed  contributes  to  produce  the 
re«^^  1  fc^     he  cannot  recover;  and  that  the  omission  of  the  company  to 
riti^"    "fcllzae  bell  or  sound  the  whistle  near  the  crossing  of  a  highway 
do^>&^    Mr^<jt  relieve  the  person  who  is  about  to  pass  over  the  highway 
froxaa.     ^fclie  obligation  of  employing  his  sense  of  hearing  and  seeing, 
to  aSi^<3^^  Ttain  whether  a  train  is  approaching. 

^»^  ^^2a»7roarf  Company  v.  ffouatouy  95  U.  S.  697,  it  was  held  that 
tho  od::^  ission  of  the  engineer  in  charge  of  a  railroad  train  to  sound  its 
^^^*®  t  l^E^  or  ring  its  bell  does  not  relieve  a  traveller  from  the  necessity 
of  «4ac5^^  :a?taining  by  other  means  whether  or  not  a  train  is  approach - 
^^^  ^  tl:^  at  negligence  of  the  employees  of  the  company  is  no  excuse 
for  »^c*^2^|,ori.|H«e  of  the  traveller;  that  the  traveller  upon  the  highway 
ist  t>oi_^  ^  ^  ^  to  listen  and  to  look,  before  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad 
trfM^lc:,  ^^  order  to  avoid  an  approaching  train,  and  not  to  go  care- 
leasxy  -^  -^itc  a  place  of  possible  danger;  that  if  he  omits  to  look  and 
list^'t::^^  ^find  walks  thoughtlessly  upon  the  track,  or  if  lookmg  and 
"^  -^^^^^^^>  ^^  ascertains  that  a  train  is  approaching,  and  instead  of 
^*  ^  *^^r  for  it  to  pass,  undertakes  to  cross  the  track,  and  in  either 
*^^^<:^eives  an  injury,  he  so  far  contributes  to  it  as  to  deprive  him 


.  ^■^'''^medy  against  the  railroad  company;  that  if  one  chooses  to 

^^  -  ^"^i^  ks,  he  must  suffer  the  consequences;  that  they  cannot  be 

^*  ^^^      upon  the  railroad  company;  that  in  such  cases  it  would  not 

^  '»**'^^-*'  ^  instruct  the  jury  peremptorily  to  return  a  verdict  for 

V  oases  in  which  similar  views  are  expressed  are  very  numerous. 

^         ^  "^^^  soundness  of  the  views  expressed  in  the  cases  already  cited 

^^  r^     ^^^li-evident,  that  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  cite  other  cases  to 

^    r  *^^^>c"t;  them.     It  will  be  seen  that  it  is  not  important  to  deter- 

^^  .      .     "^v^Tiether  Doctor  Pickard's  negligence  consisted  in  not  ascer- 

^        ^^S  that  a  train  was  approaching,  or  in  knowingly  attempting 

•       T^^®  itt  front  of  it.     In  either  case,  it  defeats  a  recovery.     And 

\       »^Ci  latter  case,  for  the  further  reason  that  it  destroys  the  rela- 
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tion  of  cause  and  effect  between  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendants and  the  accident. 

[Minor  consideration  omitted.] 

Motion  sustained  and  verdict  set  aside. 

Peters,  C.  J.,  Danfobth, Virgin  and  Libbey,  JJ.,  concnrred. 

Note  by  the  Reporter. —  See  contra,  Perm,  R.  Co,  v.  WJs&er.  76  Penn.  8t. 
157 ;  8.  c,  18  Am.  Rep.  407.  See  also  Casmdy  v.  AngeU,  12  R.  1.  447  ;  8.  c. 
84  Am.  Rep.  690. 

In  PhiladdpMa,  etc.,  E.  Co.  y.  Subbing,  62  Md.  504,  the  court  said:  "  In  aU 
these  cases  where  negligence  is  the  ground  of  the  action,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
not  a  passenger  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  injury  received,  the  antu 
of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  trace  the  cause  of  his  injury  directly  to  the 
fault  or  neglect  of  the  defendant,  and  to  do  this  he  must  show  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  injury  was  received.  And  if  from  the  circumstances 
thus  shown  it  appears  that  the  fault  was  mutual  and  concurrent,  and  the 
plaintiff  is  justly  liable  to  have  fairly  imputed  to  him  direct  contributory  neg- 
ligence in  the  production  of  the  accident,  he  shows  himself  to  be  disentitled 
to  recover.  Freeh  v.  P.  W.  and  B.  R,  Co.,  39  Md.  574 ;  Cooley  on  Torts,  673. 
The  principle  laid  down  by  an  eminent  English  judge,  and  which  was  ap- 
proved by  the  Court  In  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  by  the  House  of  Lords. 
Daniel  v.  Metropolitan  Ry  Go,,  L.  R.,  8  C.  B.  591  ;  Id.,  5  H.  L.  45,  is 
clearly  a  correct  one,  and  that  is,  that  it  is  not  enough  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  he  has  been  injured  by  an  accident  upon  the  defendant's  road,  and 
thence  to  argue  that  the  defendant  is  liable  even  prima  facie.  It  is  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  establish  by  evidence  circumstances  from  which  it  may 
fairly  be  inferred  that  there  is  reasonable  probability  that  the  accident  re- 
sulted from  the  want  of  some  precaution  which  the  defendant  might  and 
ought  to  have  resorted  to ;  and  further  that  the  plaintiff  should  also  show 
with  reasonable  certainty  what  particular  precautions  should  have  been  taken 
to  avoid  the  accident.  Here,  according  to  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  accident  resulted  from  the  unauthorized  rate  of  speed  with  which  the 
train  was  run  through  the  town,  and  the  neglect  to  give  signals  of  the  ap- 
proach of  the  train.  The.se  facts  are  material,  and  in  regard  to  which,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  making  a  question  appropriate  for  the 
jury." 

'*If  the  defendant's  train  was  in  fact  run  through  the  town  at  a  greater 
rate  of  speed  than  that  allowed  by  the  ordinance,  it  may  be  conceded  that 
such  running  was  of  itself  negligence,  and  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  for 
which  the  engineer  would  incur  liability  for  the  penalty  prescribed.  But 
while  that  may  be  so.  it  would  be  quite  immaterial  to  the  case  ot  the  plaintiff, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  the  injury  complained  of  was  occadoned  by  such  un- 
authorized speed  of  the  train,  without  any  direct  contributory  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  himself.  If  he  knew  of  the  near  approach  of  the 
train  in  tinu'  to  ^et  out  of  the  way  of  danger  and  failed  to  do  so,  he  could 
have  no  ri^lit  of  action,  though  the  train    was  run  at  a  rate  of  speed  greater 
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than  that  allowed  by  the  ordinance.  In  such  case,  the  fact  that  the  train  was 
run  at  an  unauthorized  rate  of  speed  would  in  no  way  relieve  him  of  the  con- 
sequences of  his  own  negligence,  and  afford  him  a  right  of  action  against  the 
defendant." 

**  It  is  certainly  true,  the  motive  to  self-preservation  is  a  principle  of  our 
common  nature,  and  it  is  but  rational  to  presume,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
to  the  contrary,  that  parties  act  under  its  promptings  in  view  of  impending 
danger.  But  in  such  cases  as  the  present,  there  is  a  counter  presumption, 
when  the  proof  does  not  show  to  the  contrary,  and  that  is,  that  every  person 
charged  with  a  duty  involving  the  safety  of  himself  or  others,  will  perform 
that  duty;  so  that  in  fact  it  is  not  often  the  case  that  these  mere  presumptions 
afford  much  assistance  in  arriving  at  correct  or  just  conclusions.  They  ought 
not  to  be  indulged  to  the  exclusion  of  direct  evidence  to  the  contrary  ;  and  it 
is  only  where  there  is  no  reliable  proof  to  the  contrary,  or  there  is  rational 
doubt  upon  the  evidence  as  to  the  acts  or  conduct  of  the  parties,  that  such 
presumptions  can  properly  be  invoked.  The  jury  ought  not  to  be  instructed 
in  such  terms  as  would  justify  them  in  acting  upon  the  mere  presumption  of 
the  absence  of  fault  in  either  party,  in  disregard  of  the  proof  in  the  case, 
where  there  are  facts  and  circumstances  to  be  considered  by  them. " 

'*  It  will  not  do  to  instruct  them  that  it  is  competent  to  them,  in  connection 
with  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  irrespective  of  the  nature  and 
force  of  such  facts  and  circumstances,  to  infer  the  absence  of  fault  on  the  part 
of  either  plaintiff  or  defendant,  from  the  known  general  disposition  of  men 
to  avoid  danger.  Such  an  instruction  in  many  cases  would  be  exceedingly 
misleading  ;  and  we  think  it  was  error  to  give  it  in  this  case  in  the  form  in 
which  it  was  given." 


State  y.  Babrows. 

(76  Me.  401.) 

OHminal  law  —  evidence  —  testimony  of  co-defendant. 

Where  by  statute  an  indicted  person  may  testify  on  his  own  behalf  on  the 
trial  of  the  indictment,  one  of  two  jointly  indicted  may  testify  against  his 
co-defendant  on  his  separate  trial,  although  the  indictment  against  himself 
is  still  pending  and  he  has  pleaded  not  guilty. 

/CONVICTION  of  murder.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Henry   B.    Cleaves,   attorney-general,   and  Frank  M,  ffiggins, 
coanty  attorney,  for  State. 

Ira  T.  Drew,  Wm.  Emery,  and  Jo?m  B.  Donovan,  for  defendant. 
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Peters,  C.  J.  ^ary  E.  Barrows  and  Oscar  E.  Blaney  were 
jointly  indicted  for  mnrder.  She  was  separately  tried.  Blaney, 
without  any  further  disposition  of  the  indictment  as  to  him  than 
his  plea  of  not  guilty,  was  called  as  a  witness  against  her.  The 
bill  of  exceptions  presents  the  question  whether  if  two  are  indicted 
jointly  and  one  pleads  not  guilty,  his  testimony,  if  he  consents  to 
be  a  witness,  is  admissible  for  the  State  on  the  separate  trial  of  the 
other  defendant. 

In  this  Stat/C  it  is  a  question  to  be  decided  upon  the  principles 
of  the  common  law  as  amended  or  modified  by  statutory  provis- 
ions. 

As  a  question  simply  at  common  law,  although  there  is  a  contra- 
diction in  the  cases,  the  preponderance  of  authority  seems  to  favor 
the  admission  of  a  co-defendant,  not  on  trial,  as  a  witness  if  calle<l 
by  the  prosecution.  There  is  very  much  less  authority  allowing 
liim  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  for  the  defense.  Whether  the  dis- 
tinction be  a  sensible  one  or  not  it  has  prevailed  extensively. 
There  are  really  but  a  few  adjudged  cases  upon  the  point  whether 
such  testimony  is  admissible  for  the  State,  for  the  reason  probably 
that  a  i)ro8eeuting  attorney  can  avoid  the  question  by  omitting  to 
indict  one  party,  or  by  obtaining  separate  indictments.  The  de 
fendant  having  no  such  election,  the  cases  affecting  the  testimony 
in  his  behalf  are  more  numerous. 

Most  of  the  authors  on  evidence  evidently  adopt  the  view  that 
the  testimony  is  admissible  when  oflTered  by  the  State.  Although 
but  little  authority  is  adduced  to  support  their  statements,  and 
the  doctrine  is  not  very  clearly  or  positively  stated  in  some  instances, 
still  sucli  a  general  concurrence  of  favorable  expression  has  much 
weight  upon  the  question.  It  goes  far  to  show  the  common  opin- 
ion and  practice.  Hawk.  P.  C,  book  2,  chap.  46,  §  90;  1  Hale  P.  C. 
305;  2  Stark.  Ev.  11;  Roscoe  Crim.  Ev.  (9th  ed.)  130,  140;  2  Russ. 
Crimes,  957.  Mr.  Wharton  says,  *'An  accomplice  is  a  competent 
witness  for  the  prosecution,  although  his  expectation  of  pardon 
depends  upon  the  defendant's  conviction,  and  although  he  is  a  co- 
defendant,  provided  in  the  latter  case  his  trial  is  severed  from  that 
of  tlie  defendant  against  whom  he  is  offered.'*  Whart.  Cr.  Ev. 
(8th  ed.),  §  430.  Mr.  Greenleaf  states  the  same  rule.  He  says, 
**  The  usual  course  is  to  leave  out  of  the  indictment  those  who  are 
to  be  called  ju<  witnesses;  but  it  makes  no  difference  as  to  tlje  ad- 
missibility of  an  accomplice,  whetlier  he  is  indicted  or  not,  if  J»f 
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has  not  been  put  on  his  trial  at  the  same  time  with  his  companions 
in  guilt"    1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  379. 

The  coansel  for  the  defendant  places  especial  reliance  on  Mr. 
Bishop  as  an  opposing  authority.  That  learned  commentator  evi- 
dently attaches  more  weight  to  that  side  of  the  question  than  other 
writers  do.  1  Bish.  Cr.  Proc.  (3d  ed.),  §§  1020,  1166.  But  Mr. 
Bishop  states  that  all  the  cases  are  not  in  accord  with  his  text,  and 
also  says  in  a  note  to  the  section  cited  supra,  that  the  late  English 
doctrine  seems  to  differ  from  the  rule  recognized  by  him.  We  find 
it  to  be  so.  Late  English  cases  are  quite  emphatic  to  that  effect. 
Qfiee7i  V.  17iompson,  L.   R.,  1  C.   C.  378  ;  Queen  v.   Winsor,  L.  R., 

I  Q.  B.  390;  Queen  v.  Payne,  L.  R.,  1  C.  C.  349;  Queen  v.  DeeJey, 

II  Cox.  C.  C.  607.  The  defendant's  counsel  however  in  their  able 
and  exhaa stive  brief  contend  that  the  late  English  cases  are  based 
upon  acts  of  Parliament  in  amendment  of  the  common  law.  It 
cannot  be  so,  for  Chief  Justice  Cockburn  in  Queen  v.  Payne,  supra, 
declares  the  rule  to  be  according  to  the  law  '*jis  it  has  existed  from 
the  earliest  times,"  and  other  judges  gave  their  opinion  that  the 
new  enactments  were  not  intended  to  apply  to  criminal  niises.  See 
cases,  supra.  The  question  before  us  does  not  appear  in  any  reported 
case  in  this  State.  State  v.  Jones,  51  Me.  125,  approaching  the  ques- 
tion nearer  than  any  other  case,  merely  decides  that  when  two  are  in- 
dicted and  one  pleads  guilty,  his  testimony  is  admissible  for  the 
other  defendant.  Kent,  J.,  says  in  the  opinion:  "  It  seems  to  be 
settled  that  he  cannot  be  thus  called  whilst  the  charge  in  the  in- 
dictment is  pending  and  undis])osed  of  against  him  ;  and  thin 
whether  he  is  to  be  tried  separately  or  jointly."  That  is, 
the  defendant  be  called  by  the  co-defendant.  The  latter 
remarks  are  a  correct  statement  of  the  law  of  New  York,  and  New 
York  cases  arc  cited  in  support  of  it.  See  17  Alb.  L.  J.  421.  In 
1876  however  the  privilege  of  calling  a  co-defendant  to  testify, 
before  that  time  possessed  by  the  prosecution  only,  was  extended 
by  a  legislative  enactment  to  all  parties.  18  Alb.  L.  J.  160.  The 
case  of  Lindsay  v.  Peopte,  63  N.  Y.  143,  relied  upon  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  upon  a  correct  understanding  of  it  does  not  contra- 
dict previous  decisions  in  that  State. 

The  argument  against  the  admission  of  such  evidence  does  not 
strike  us  with  much  force.  It  is  almost  universally  admitted  that 
an  accomplice  separately  indicted  may  be  a  witness  for  the  State, 
and  any  distinction  arising  between  trials  on  a  joint  indictment  and 
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trials  on  separate  indictments  is  not  readily  appreciated.  The 
crime  is  supposed  to  be  jointly  committed  in  either  case.  If  there 
are  separate  indictments,  the  fact  of  joint  criminality  is  not  with- 
held from  the  jury.  It  is  not  improper  to  aver  it  by  way  of  recital 
or  description.  The  interest  and  motives  of  the  witness  must  be 
the  same  whether  he  is  to  be  afterward  tried  under  the  same  or 
another  indictment.  As  said  by  Beasley,  J.,  in  a  convincing  argu- 
ment of  the  question  in  State  v.  Brieiiy  3  Vroom,  414:  ^'  The  only 
reason  for  the  rejection  of  such  a  witness  is,  that  his  own  accusa- 
tion of  crime  is  written  on  the  same  piece  of  paper  with  the  charge 
against  the  culprit  whose  trial  is  in  progress." 

The  reason  at  first  given  for  not  allowing  a  party  to  testify  was 
his  interest.  The  old  common  law  shuddered  at  the  idea  of  any 
person  testifying  who  had  the  least  interest.  But  that  reason  failed 
sometimes.  In  many  civil  cases  a  party  had  no  interest.  Then  it 
was  decided  that  public  policy  or  expediency  prevented  the  recep- 
tion of  the  testimony.  A  party  to  the  record  was  not  permitted  to 
testify,  whether  interested  or  not.  If  only  a  nominal  plaintiff,  he 
could  not  testify  either  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant.  Kennedy  v. 
NileSy  14  Me.  54.  Without  much  reasoning  upon  the  subject,  the 
law  pronounced  against  it.  The  rule  was  general.  But  as  strin- 
gent as  the  rule  was,  it  did  not  apply  to  indictments  to  its  full  ex- 
tent. The  parallel  between  civil  and  criminal  cases  was  not  kept 
up.  If  a  man  was  indicted  and  pleaded  guilty,  he  could  testify  for 
his  co-defendant.  Slate  v.  JoneSy  supra.  If  however  he  was  sued 
for  the  same  cause,  and  became  defaulted,  he  could  not  testify  for 
his  co-defendant.  Oilmore  v.  Botoden,  12  Me.  412.  Courts  seemed 
inclined  not  to  regard  a  co-defendant  in  a  criminal  case  as  a  party, 
unless  *'a  party  to  the  issue  on  trial."  That  distinction  is  taken 
in  the  English  cases  before  cited.  To  be  incompetent  to  testify, 
the  defendants  must  be  in  charge  of  the  same  jury.  Mr.  Starkie 
struck  the  same  key,  who  declared  that  "an  indictment  against 
.several  is  several  as  to  each. "  It  is  plainly  seen  that  there  is  much 
rtutliority  and  reason  for  regarding  an  indictment  of  two  or  more 
{)erson8  as  in  effect  a  joint  and  several  indictment ;  joint  when  the 
accused  are  tried  jointly;  and  several  when  tried  separately. 

But  as  before  intimated,  we  are  not  to  look  upon  the  question 
bofore  us  as  exclusively  one  at  common  law.  Our  statutory  enact- 
meats  bear  upcm  it.  They  have  weakened  if  not  abrogated  the 
argument  of  public  policy.     It  was,  no  doubt,  the  design  of  the 
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legislature  that  the  objection  to  the  competency  of  parties  as  wit- 
nesses should  be  removed  in  bofch  civil  and  criminal  cases.  In  civil 
cases  the  door  is  opened  wide.  In  criminal  cases  the  provision  is 
this  :  ''In  all  criminal  trials,  the  accused  shall,  at  his  own  re- 
quest, but  not  otherwise,  be  a  competent  witness  *  *  *  The 
husband  or  wife  of  the  accused  is  a  competent  witness."  Rev.  Stat., 
chap.  134,  §  19.  While  this  enactment  does  not  cover  the  present 
question  with  literal  exactness,  it  approaches  it,  affects  and  in- 
fluences it,  and  requires  us  to  examine  the  matter  in  the  light  of 
the  legislative  policy  declared  by  it.  If  both  defendants  were  on 
trial  at  the  same  time  either  could  tedtify.  Oom,  v.  Brawn,  130 
Mass.  279.  If  the  argument  for  the  defendant  is  sound,  then  the 
common-law  rule  has  become  reversed.  Defendants  can  testify 
against  each  other  when  tried  together,  and  cannot  so  testify  when 
tried  apart.     We  do  not  assent  to  such  a  proposition. 

The  admission  of  the  evidence  did  no  injustice.  It  bore  less 
heavily  upon  the  defendant  than  it  would  have  if  the  witness  had 
not  been  hinself  indicted.  As  Lord  Hale  says,  the  indictment 
against  him  **doth  much  weaken  and  disparage  his  testimony." 
It  would  present  a  singular  inconsistency  in  criminal  procedure,  if 
even  one's  wife  may  be  compelled  to  testify  against  him,  and  a  co- 
defendant,  on  trial,  may  be  called  from  the  dock  to  the  witness 
stand,  but  a  companion  in  guilt,  included  m  the  same  indictment, 
not  on  trial,  be  excluded  therefrom. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  some  portions  of  the  charge  of  the 
judge  to  the  jury.  No  argument  has  been  submitted  in  their  sup- 
port They  are  clearly  untenable,  and  require  of  us  only  a  passing 
word. 

Excepiionn  overruhd, 

Wai/ton,  Viboin,  Libbby,  Embby  and  Haskbll,  JJ.,  con- 
curred. 

Vol.  XLIX  — 80 
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(76  Me.  688.) 
Innkeeper  —  r^fueai  to  reeeim  gueH. 

An  innkeeper  is  not  justified  in  refusing  to  receive  a  member  of  a  militia  com- 
pany as  a  guest,  merely  because  other  militiamen,  received  as  gueets  on  the 
same  occasion,  had  misconducted  in  the  inn. 

ACTION  for  refusing  to  receive  a  guest  at  an  inn.     The  opinion 
states  the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Josxah  Crosby y  for  plaintiff. 

Humphrey  and  Appleton,  for  defendant. 

Emery,  J.  1.  Was  the  offered  testimony  as  to  the  conduct  of 
third  parties  in  the  defendant's  inn  just  before  the  entry  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  as  to  the  effect  of  such  conduct  on  the  defendant\s 
mind,  admissible?  An  innkeeper's  right  to  exclude  from  his  inn 
all  disorderly  persons;  all  persons  who  come  with  an  intent  to  make 
un  assault,  or  to  insult  him  or  his  customers  ;  and  the  right  to  ex- 
clude such  without  waiting  until  the  assault  was  made,  or  the 
affray  begun,  or  the  insult  i>erpetrated,  may  be  admitted.  Mark- 
ham  V.  Brown,  8  N.  H.  523.  The  defendant  further  claims  how- 
ever that  when  he  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  such  conduct  is 
intended,  he  may  exclude  though  no  such  intent  may  have,  in 
fact,  existed.  No  authority  is  cited  for  this  last  proposition,  nor  is 
its  applicability  clearly  manifest.  These  actions  are  not  for  an  ex- 
elusion  from  the  inn.  The  exceptions  do  not  show  any  attempt  to 
exclude  the  plaintiffs  from  the  house.  They  were  admitted  to,  and 
allowed  to  remain  in  the  house  without  objection.  The  only  act 
complained  of  was  the  refusal  to  furnish  dinner. 

If  however  tlie  proposition  be  correct  and  applicable,  the  offered 
t<'stinu)ny  would  not  be  mimissible  unless  it  logically  tended  to 
j)rove  a  nasonable  cause  for  such  belief.  The  bill  of  exceptions 
states,  that  some  eighty  or  a  hundred  men,  members  of  two  militia 
com  panics,  and  clad  in  the  uniform  of  the  Maine  militia,  arrived  in 
town  on  the  day  niinied;  that  *'more  or  less"  of  them  (how  many 
is  not  stated)  wont  to  tlie  defendant's  inn,  and  there  behaved  in   a 
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disorderly  and  insulting  manner.    These  plaintiffs,  though  mem- 
l)ers  of  the  militia  companies,  wore  not  of  this  disorderly  paity, 
nor  with  them.     It  is  not  claimed  that  the  plaintiffs  were  other- 
wise than  soher,  orderly  and  respectable.    The  only  connection  shown 
l)etween  them  and  the  disorderly  ones  was  their  membership  of  the 
same  militia  companies.    It  is  not  even  shown  they  were  of  the  same 
torapany.     The  only  similarity  in  appearance  was  in  the  uniform. 
Such  membership  was  honorable,  and  there  was  not   in  that  any 
reasonable  cause  to  believe  the  plaintiffs  mtended  insult.     The  uni- 
form was  honorable  and  the  rightful  wearing  it  by  the  plaintiffs 
was  no  reasonable  cause  for  apprehension  of  insult.     We  do  not 
know  how  many  of  the  organization  had  misbehaved.     We  have  no 
right  to  assume  the  number  was  large.     We  ought  rather  to  assume 
^he  number  was  small.     It  would  be  illogical  and  unjust  to  say, 
there  was  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  every  member  of  those 
*'*>mpanies  meditated  misconduct  because  a  small  number  of  them 
'»Jid  already  misconducted.    Yet  if  there  was  reasonable  cause  to 
^*^i*  insult  from  the  plaintiffs,  there  was  equal  cause  to  fear  it 
^'^fn  every  member. 

fhe  defendant's  claim  that  he  could  not  distinguish  between  the 

^.  ^^atifts  and  the  others  cannot  be  admitted  against  the  plaintiffs' 

•-j^f^  to  entertainment.     The  plaintiffs  were  not  with  the  others. 

of/^^''  '"'^hts  cannot  be  abridged  by  the  similarity  in  appearance  to 

f.w  '^^  ^c^rsons  not  present.     It  was  the  defendant's  duty  to  dis- 

f       ^    *^*xink  the  offered  testimony,  taken  in  connection  with  the 

^  '^i^own  by  the  exceptions,  fall  short  of  a  logical  tendency 

pro  '^^--ei^    jj  reasonable  cause  for  the  defendant's  alleged  apprehen- 

^    '  *^^^r  consideration  omitted.] 

Exceptions  overruled, 
P^iTii:  ^^g^  C.  J.,  Danforth,  Virgin  and  Foster,  JJ.,  concurred; 
Has    ^i_.x^  j^^  concurred  in  the  result  for  the  following  reasons: 


B-^^vt  KLL,  J.     The  plaintiffs  applied  for  dinner  at  the  defend- 

a\\t  s  ^^x:n  and  were  refused  it.     For  damages  suffered  thereby  this 

'M'Iao^^  iei  brought.     Soldiers  in  uniform  came  to  the  defendant's 

iwtvi  ^^<i  behaved  in  a  disorderly  manner,  and  threatened  to  turn 

\\VtJ^^^d  his  house  into  tlie  street. 

\)ctendant  offered  to  prove  that  the  plaintiffs  were  refused  enter- 
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taiDment,  because  they  wore  the  sameunifonii,  indicatmg  that  they 
belonged  to  the  same  band,  and  claimed  that  he  could  not  discrim- 
inate between  them  and  the  disorderly  soldiers.  The  evidence  was 
excluded. 

The  defendant  was  not  required  by  law  to  furnish  entertainment 
for  intoxicated  or  disorderly  persons.  If  he  had  reason  to  suppose 
that  the  plaintiffs  belonged  to  the  same  band  of  disorderly  soldiers, 
who  had  threatened  to  despoil  his  house,  and  that  they  were  evil 
disposed  toward  him,  or  had  conspired  with  the  disorderly  soldiers 
to  harm  his  house,  or  guests,  or  if  they  were  intoxicated,  or  dis- 
orderly persons,  then  he  would  have  been  justified  in  refusing  them 
entertainment,  and  the  question  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury;  but  the  evidence  excluded  falls  short  of  what  would  be  a  justi- 
fication in  the  premises,  and  for  that  reason  was  properly  excluded. 

[Minor  consideration  omitted.] 
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(W  N.  C.  69.) 

Agency — tOffUranA  between  ineuranee  company  and  agent  —  termination. 

A  life  insurance  company  contracted  to  paj  its  agent  certain  commissions  for 
procuring  insurance  and  for  renewals,  without  specifying  any  term  of  dura- 
tion. The  company  went  out  of  business  and  assigned  the  policies  so  pro- 
cured to  another  company.  Held,  that  this  terminated  the  agent's  right  to 
commissions  on  renewals. 

ACTION  to  recover  commissions  detained.     The  head-note  states 
the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Walter  Clark  and  J,  L.  Bridgers,  Jr,,  for  plaintiff. 
Owrgt  Howardf  for  defendant. 

Smith,  G.  J.  The  only  question  presented  is  in  reference  to  the 
construction  of  the  contract  of  agency,  and  the  rights  of  defend- 
ant thereunder. 

The  entire  structure  of  the  agreement  for  the  creation  of  the 
agency,  while  silent  as  to  its  duration,  evidently  contemplates  a 
continued  connection  between  the  service  to  be  rendered  and  the 
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compensation  provided  therefor,  terminable  at  the  election  of 
either  party.  It  may  be  put  an  end  to  by  the  principal  Story 
Agency,  §  463;  by  the  renunciation  of  the  agent,  §  478;  by  opera- 
tion of  law  where  an  incapacity  in  either  party  to  maintain  the 
relation  is  brought  about,  §  481. 

The  exception  to  the  rule  is  where  the  agency  is  associated  with 
an  interest,  and  then  it  is  not  revoked  nor  revocable  by  the  princi- 
pal to  the  detriment  of  the  agent.  What  such  an  agency  is,  is 
thus  explained  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  the  opinion  in  fftmi 
V.  Rousmanier,  8  Wheat.  174,  cited  in  brief  of  plaintiff's  counsel: 
**  We  hold  it  to  be  clear,"  say  the  court,  "that  the  interest  which 
can  protect  a  power,  after  the  death  of  a  person  who  creates  it, 
must  be  an  interest  in  the  thing  itself.  In  other  words  the  power 
must  be  engrafted  on  an  estate  in  the  thing.  The  words  themselves 
seem  to  import  this  meaning.  A  power  coupled  with  an  interest 
is  a  power  which  accompanies  or  is  connected  with  an  interest. 
The  power  and  the  interest  are  united  in  the  same  person.  But  if 
we  are  to  understand  by  the  word  'interest'  an  interest  in  that 
which  is  to  be  produced  by  the  exercise  of  the  power,  then  they 
are  never  united." 

Tested  by  the  rule  thus  laid  down  it  is  manifest  that  when  the 
authority  to  insure  ceases,  the  capacity  of  the  agent  ends  also,  and 
the  relation  of  the  parties  terminates. 

Accepting  this,  the  defendant  claims  compensation  in  damages 
for  the  withdrawal  of  the  power  to  continue  to  act  in  the  renewals, 
and  measures  his  loss  by  the  sum  he  would  have  received  as  com- 
missions had  he  been  permitted  to  act  in  two  renewals  made  since 
the  transfer. 

This  contention  involves  the  assumption  that  the  contract  confers 
an  absolute  and  permanent  right  to  proceed  with  renewals  when 
the  original  insurance  was  effected  through  the  efforts  and  instru- 
mentality of  the  defendant  when  he  can  no  longer  act  as  agent  in 
making  the  renewals. 

Such  is  not  the  fair  interpretation  of  the  terms  of  the  contract 
which  allows  the  specified  commissions  as  compensation  for  services 
to  the  company  in  the  renewals,  and  necessarily  ceases  when  the 
services  cease. 

The  right  to  comi>eusatlon  is  associated  with  a  continuance  of 
services,  and  tlic  compensation  is  the  agreed  measure  of  their  value. 
When  the  policy  fii-sl  isdues,  the  per  centum  specified  l>eeome8  due. 
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and  on  each  renewal  the  reduced  per  centum  is  allowed.  Very 
manifestly  the  scope  of  the  agreement  conferring  the  authority  is 
to  provide  the  measure  of  remuneration  for  what  the  agent  may  do 
while  he  remains  such  and  no  further.  He  was  not  to  be  paid  for 
renewals  afterward  made  unless  participated  in  by  him  while  in 
]K>s8ession  of  authority  to  renew.  Although  renewals  are  the  con- 
sequence of  the  original  contract  of  insurance,  and  in  this  particu- 
lar beneficial  to  the  company,  yet  the  full  compensation  given  and 
accepted  for  this  service  is  the  twenty-five  per  centum  on  the  sum 
received,  provided  in  the  contract  which  creates  the  agency  and 
regulates  its  terms.  This  is  in  our  opinion  a  fair  and  reasonable 
interpretation  of  the  instrument,  and  the  result  is  adverse  to  the 
counter-claim. 

It  must  be  declared  there  is  no  error  in  the  ruling  and  the  judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed. 

Affirmed. 

No  error. 


Wood  v.  Sugg. 

(01  N    O.  98.) 

PofrtUion  —  of  remainder. 

Partition  cannot  be  had  of  an  estate  in  remainder. 

PARTITION.     The  opinion  states  the  case.    The  defendant  bad 
judgment  below. 

Faircloth  d  Allen  and  Oearge  M.  Lindsay y  for  plaintiffs. 

B,  F,  Murray  and  W,  C.  Munroe,  for  defendant. 

Ashe,  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  The  defendant  Sugg,  by 
means  of  the  several  conveyances  sek  forth  in  the  record,  became 
the  owner  of  her  life  estate,  and  by  purchasing  the  interest  of  two 
of  the  four  heirs  of  Jonathan  Wood,  he  became,  by  the  merger  of 
a  moiety  of  the  life  estate  of  his  two  undivided  shares  of  the  re- 
mainder, the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  an  undivided  half  of  the  land, 
and  the  owner  of  an  estate  for  tlu*  life  of  Emily  J.  Wood  in  the 
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other  moiety  owned  by  the  plaintiffs.  In  other  words,  the  defendant 
is  the  owner  of  one  moiety  in  fee  simple,  and  the  plaintiffs  are 
the  owners  of  a  moiety  of  the  remainder. 

At  the  common  law,  parceners  only  were  compellable  to  make 
partition  by  a  writ  of  partition,  but  the  benefit  of  that  writ  was  ex- 
tended to  joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common  by  the  statute  of  31 
and  32  Henry  VIII.  By  the  former  statute,  none  but  tenants  of 
the  freehold  who  had  estates  of  inheritance  could  have  partition, 
and  only  against  tenants  of  the  freehold.  By  the  latter,  tenants 
for  life  or  years  might  have  partition,  but  not  to  affect  the  rever- 
sioner or  remainderman.  The  essential  provisions  of  these  statutes 
jire  still  in  force  in  this  State,  with  only  a  modification  of  the  rem- 
edy. In  1787  an  act  was  passed  by  the  general  assembly  which  gave 
to  tenants  in  common  of  real  estate  the  petition  for  partition,  in 
l)lace  of  the  ancient  writ  of  partition.  Act  1787,  chap.  274,  §  1 
(brought  forward  in  the  Revised  Statutes  and  Revised  Code).  The 
construction  put  upon  this  statute  is,  that  it  applied  only  to  such 
co-tenants  as  had  seisin  where  the  estate  was  freehold,  but  had  no 
application  to  reversioners  or  remaindermen.  Maxtoell  v.  MaxweUy 
8  Ired.  Eq.  25  ;  Hassell  v.  Mizell,  6  id.  392.  And  in  so  holding 
this  court  has  followed  the  English  decisions  in  construing  the 
statute  of  Henry  VIII.  Our  act  of  1787  has  made  no  change  in 
the  principles  of  law  applicable  to  partition,  but  has  only  changed 
the  remedy. 

Mr.  Freeman,  in  his  work  on  Oo-tenancy,  says  :  It  is  a  general 
rule  prevailing  in  England  without  exception,  and  also  throughout 
a  majority  of  the  United  States,  that  no  person  has  the  right  to 
demand  any  court  to  enforce  a  compulsory  partition,  unless  he  has 
an  estate  in  possession ;  one  by  virtue  of  which  he  is  entitled  to 
enjoy  the  present  rents  or  the  possession  of  the  property  as  one  of 
the  co-tenants  thereof.  §  446.  The  same  doctrine  is  announced 
and  maintained  in  1  Washb.  Real  Property,  chap.  13,  §  7,  sub-div.  7. 

In  New  York  it  has  been  held  that  proceedings  in  partition  can 
be  instituted  only  by  a  party  who  has  an  estate  entitling  him  to 
immediate  possession.  Brownell  v.  Brownell,  19  Wend.  367.  See 
also  Miller,  Ez  parte,  90  N.  C.  625. 

In  New  Hampshire  it  is  held  :  *'To  maintain  a  proceeding  for 
partition  the  applicant  must  show  a  present  right  of  possession. " 
36  N.  H.  327.  And  again,  that  *' one  who  is  interested  with  others 
in  a  remainder  or  reversion,  after  an  estate  of  freehold,  cannot  main- 
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tain  a  petition  for  partition  of  the  lands  in  which  he  is  so  interested." 
8N.  H.  93. 

We  might  multiply  authorities^  but  we  deem  those  cited  are 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  principle  is  well  established,  that  co- 
tenants  in  remainder  or  reversion  have  no  right  to  enforce  a  com- 
pulsor}'  partition  of  land  in  which  they  have  such  estate. 

We  are  of  opinion  there  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  Su- 
preme Court. 

Affirmed. 

No  error. 


Baity  v.  Cbakfill. 

(91  N.  o.  ao.) 

CofuHttUional  law  —  regukUion  of  marriage  —  retrotpeetive  operation. 

A  statute  prohibited  marriage  between  persons  nearer  of  kin  than  first  cousins, 
and  a  subsequent  statute  provided  that  such  marriage  followed  by  birth  of 
iiwne  should  not  be  declared  void  after  the  death  of  either  party.  Held,  that 
the  proviso  applied  to  prior  marriages. 

PROCEEDING  ^  sell  land  of  an  intestate.     The  opinion  states 
the  case.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below« 

Watson  (6  Glenn  and  J.  A.  Williamson^  for  plaintiff 
J,  M.  McCorkU  and  E.  L,  Oaither,  for  defendant. 

Smith,  0.  J.  The  defendant  is  a  son  by  a  former  wife  of  the 
plaintiff's  intestate,  who  after  her  death  intermarried  with  Mabala 
Triett,  his  niece,  on  the  26th  day  of  November,  1869,  and  lived 
with  her  in  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  until  his  own  death, 
in  the  year  1873.  The  issue  of  their  marriage  were  two  children, 
of  whom  one  died  before  and  the  other  (bearing  his  father's  name) 
after  the  institution  of  the  present  suit. 

After  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  to  the  plaintiff  upon 
tho  intestate's  estate,  the  said  Mahala,  as  his  surviving  widow,  made 
application  and  had  assigned  to  her  in  due  course  of  law  her  year's 
allowance,  almost  entirely  in'specific  articles,  with  a  small  sum  to 
be  paid  m  money  for  the  deficiency  which  passed  into  her  posses- 
VoL.  XLIX— 81 
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sioii  and  absorbs  the  i^ersouul  esiate.  She  also  instituted  her  action 
sigainst  the  defendant  Elkana  and  the  son  Levi,  the  heirs  at  law  of 
the  deceased  husband,  under  and  pursuant  to  which  her  dower  was 
allotted  and  assigned  in  his  descended  lands.  The  defendants  made 
no  resistance  to  the  claim  of  dower  or  the  assignment  when  made, 
and  informed  the  Probate  judge  when  he  made  the  appointment  of 
jidministrator  that  the  said  Mahala  was  the  widow  of  the  intestate 
and  her  child  one  of  his  next  of  kin. 

The  present  action,  now  depending  against  the  said  filkana  alone 
as  heir  at  law  of  the  intestate,  is  to  obtain  an  order  of  Sale  of  the 
descended  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts  of  the  decedent,  and  is 
opposed  ujwn  the  ground  tliat  the  marriage  with  said  Mahala,  be- 
cause of  their  near  relationship,  was  and  remained  void,  and  the 
delivery  of  the  articles  to  her  for  her  year's  support  under  the  as- 
signment of  the  commissioners  wm  a  deraslavit,  for  the  value  of 
which  the  plaintiff  is  personally  responsible,  and  must  account  for 
and  apply  to  the  indebtedness  before  the  lands  can  be  sold  for  that 
purpose. 

Two  propositions  are  involved  in  tlie  defense,  and  are  necessary 
to  its  success,  and  these  are: 

1.   The  absolute  and  continued  nullity  of  the  marriage,  and 

*i.  Tlic  liability  of  the  administrator  for  the  loss  of  the  personal 
estate  adjudged  to  the  widow.  The  law  in  force  at  the  time  when 
the  marriage  was  solemnized  is  found  in  the  Revised  Code,  chap. 
t)8,  section  0,  and  is  in  tliese  words:  *'  All  marriages  contracted 
after  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  December,  eighteen  hundred  and 
fifty-two,  and  all  marriages  in  future  between  persons  nean*r  of  kin 
than  first  cousins,  shall  be  void." 

These  and  marriages  contracted  between  a  whit^»  poison  and  a 
free  person  of  color  to  the  third  generation,  are  the  only  marriages 
prohibited  and  made  void  by  express  statutory  provisions,  other 
causes  of  nullity  being  left  to  operate  as  at  common  law. 

The  legislation  contained  in  this  chapter  is  superseded  by  the 
enactment  of  February  12,  1872,  to  l)e  found  in  Bat.  Rev.,  chap. 
r»!),  the  second  section  of  which  defines  the  impediments  in  the  way 
of  a  lawful  and  valid  marriage,  among  them  being  a  marriage  "  be- 
I  w  een  any  two  persons  nearer  of  kin  than  first  cousins,"  and  declares 
such  to  be  void,  subject  to  a  proviso  subjoined  as  follows: 

Provided  that  no  man'ia<i:e  followed  by  cohabitation  and  the  birth 
of  issue  slinll  be  (leelared  void  after  the  death  of  either  of  the   jnir- 
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ties  for  any  of  the  cauHes  suited  in  this  section,  exeept  for  that  one 
of  the  parties  was  a  white  person  and  the  other  a  negro  or  Indian, 
or  of  negro  or  Indian  descent  to  the  third  generation  inclnsive,  and 
for  bigamy. 

Section  2  of  chapter  37  of  Bat.  Rev.,  confers  upon  the  superior 
courts  jurisdiction  in  term  time  of  marriages  contracted  contrary 
to  the  prohibition  in  section  two  of  chui)ter  0I»,  t)r  tlierein  declared 
void,  to  declare  and  adjudge  *'sucli  marriage  void  from  the  begin- 
ning, subject  nevertheless  to  the  provision  contaiued  in  said  section," 
and  already  recited. 

The  succeeding  section  declares  that  the  marriages  interdicted 
between  a  white  person  and  one  of  negro  or  Indian  blood  within  the 
ilegree  specified,  ^^  shall  be  absohitely  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses and  shall  be  so  held  and  declared  by  every  court  at  all  times 
whether  during  the  lives  or  after  the  death  of  the  parties  thereto." 
Bat.  Rev.,  chap.  37,  sections  2  and  and  3. 

Again  the  general  assembly  further  amended  the  law  by  ex- 
tending the  inhibition  arising  from  kinship  to  those  of  half  blood, 
but  with  a  proviso  that  this  shall  not  invalidate  a  marriage  thereto- 
fore contracted,  and  that  the  computation  as  to  existing  marriages 
shall  be  by  counting  relations  of  the  half  blood  as  being  only  half 
so  near  kin  as  those  of  the  same  degree  of  the  whole  blood.  Acti? 
1879,  chap.  78. 

These  statutory  provisions  are  referred  to,  as  indicating,  Jis  in  our 
opinion  they  clearly  do,  an  intention  to  confine  the  power  con- 
ferred ui)on  the  court  to  declare  void,  or  in  a  judicial  proceeding  to 
treat  as  void,  except  where  the  inter-marriage  is  between  the  speci- 
fied i-aces  or  involves  the  offense  of  bigamy,  to  cases,  whenever  tht^ 
power  is  exercised,  during  the  life-time  of  the  parties,  or  after  death, 
only  when  there  h\\&  been  no  issue  born  to  them.  The  structure 
and  interdependence  of  these  several  sections  are  in  harmony  only 
when  such  an  interpretation  is  put  upon  the  ])roviso  first  quoted. 

It  speaks  prospectively  as  to  the  exercise  of  the  judicial  author- 
ity bestowed,  but  it  is  an  authority  to  be  exercised  upon  all  sub- 
sisting marriages  before  specified,  when  the  relation  may  have  been 
entered  into,  as  well  as  such  as  may  thereafter  be  formed.  The  words 
are  **  that  no  marriage  followed  by  cohabitation  and  the  birth  of 
JBrtuc  shall  be  declared  void  after  the  death  of  either  of  the  parties 
fr)r  any  of  the  causes  stated  in  this  section,  except,"  eta,  thus  im- 
]>osing  rcstriiints  after  death  not  aftachin<^  during  life. 
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If  this  is  not  the  intent,  why  was  it  necessary  in  the  act  of  1879 
placing  kinship  of  the  half  blood  upon  the  same  footing  as  kinship 
of  the  full  blood,  that  the  authority  to  declare  void  the  marriages 
between  persons  so  related  heretofore  contracted  should  not  be  ex- 
orcised unless  in  oth^r  cases  of  previous  marriage  it  might  be  ex- 
ercised? It  is  indeed  in  the  nature  of  a  statute  of  limitation  upon 
the  delegated  or  recognized  judicial  power,  confining  its  exercise 
with  a  single  exception  to  the  life-time  of  the  parties,  and  if  co- 
habitation and  oflEspring  followed,  withholding  it  afterward,  so  as 
not  to  operate  as  a  posthumous  bastardizing  of  children  bom  to 
them.  It  is  but  saying  to  fche  parties  thus  living  together  and  as- 
suming the  marital  relation  that  it  shall  not  be  disturbed  after 
death  to  the  injury  of  innocent  offspring.  This  is  in  our  opinion 
the  manifest  purpose  expressed  in  the  legislation. 

2.  Is  this  legislation,  so  interpreted  and  understood,  effectaal  in 
its  operation  upon  pre-existing  marriage  contracts  or  is  it  nltra- 
constitutional? 

The  competency  of  the  general  assembly  to  impose  implies  the 
right  to  remove  the  restraints  and  conditions  incident  to  the  for- 
mation of  the  marriage  relation  and  the  contract  which  creates  it. 
There  are  no  vested  rights  in  the  present  case  to  be  affected  by  the 
legislation.  Its  force  is  spent  in  fixing  the  personal  status  of 
parties  at  the  death  of  one  of  them,  and  placing  it  beyond  the  dis- 
turbing power  of  the  court.  Its  declaration  to  the  living  is  that 
the  actual  status  then  subsisting,  where  a  child  is  born,  shall  be  and 
remain  a  legal  status  when  death  comes  and  dissolves  the  relation 
for  the  future.  The  parties  come  under  the  operation  of  this  law 
and  choose  to  acquiesce  in  the  announced  result,  when  the  relation 
remains  unbroken  in  life. 

We  see  no  substantial  reason  for  denying  to  the  legislature  the 
right  to  remove  impediments  that  itself  created,  to  a  valid  and 
effectual  marriage,  and  which  but  for  a  positive  act  would  not  ex- 
ist. In  Moore  v.  Whiiaker,  2  Harr.  50,  where  a  similar  disability 
from  near  relationship  was  imposed  by  the  general  law  and  was 
removed  by  a  special  enactment  applicable  to  a  single  case,  the 
court  uses  this  forcible  language  in  answer  to  a  similar  objection: 
"The  disability  was  a  statutory  one.  The  legislature  has  the 
]>ower  to  declare  what  shall  be  valid  marriages.  They  can  annul 
marriages  already  existing,  a  fortwri^  they  can  render  valid  mar- 
riages which  when  they  took  place  were  against  law.     ♦     *     * 
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The  whole  subject  is  one  of  legislative  regalation,  and  the  act  to 
confirm  this  marriage^  though  contracted  within  the  prohibited  de- 
gree, disposed  of  all  legal  objection  to  its  validity." 

Xhe  power  to  annul  marriages  is  in  this  State  withdrawn  from 
tttG  general  assembly  and  committed  exclusively  to  the  courts,  but 
irx  tlie  absence  of  such  constitutional  provision,  the  reasoning  is 
equally  applicable  to  the  law  of  this  State. 

J%^  similar  decision  was  rendered  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mary- 
l£fcxxcl  and  an  act  validating  a  marriage  between  uncle  and  niece  de- 
clairod  constitutional.  Harrison  v.  Slate,  2/i  Md.  468.  And  so 
w^o  have  sustained  legislation  which  retrospectively  gave  sanction 
and.  validity  to  the  marriage  of  slaves  at  a  period  when  they  were 
ino Ajpable  of  entering  into  such  contract.  Acts  1866,  chap.  40, 
§    5. 

Tliie  legalizing  effect  was  given  to  the  relation  where  the  cohab- 
ita<;ioix  continued  after  emancipation  from  its  origin,  and  directions 
are  ^i  ven  to  make  this  a  matter  of  record.     Code,  §  1842. 

T"l:ie  validity  of  the  statute  in  creating  retrospectively  a  legal 
marx^nge  relation  between  slaves  is  upheld  in  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  Phil. 
583;  AS-^a/e  V.  Harris,  63  N.  0.  1;  Slate  v.  Adams,  65  id.  537; 
Sle^^c  v^    Whitford,  86  id.  636;  Long  v.  Barnes,  87  id.  329. 

1^=1  C^iooke  V.  Cooke,  supra,  the  extent  of  and  the  limits  to  the  ex- 
ereiso  o:£  such  legislative  power  are  thus  stated  by  the  late  chief 
justico  r  "  If  the  marriage  be  a  nullity  for  the  want  of  the  essence 
^'  *^ho  xnatter,  that  is  the  consent  of  one  of  the  parties  as  in  the 
^^*^^  o:P  Crump  v.  Morgan,  3  Ired.  Eq.  91;  40  Am.  Dec.  447,  where 
one  o:^  ^he  parties  being  lunatic  the  court  decreed  a  divorce  of 
nnllity  ^^^f  marriage,  neither  a  convention  nor  legislature  nor  any 
otuox*  ^.xathority  has  power  to  make  the  marriage  valid  ;  but  if  the 
B^^^^'^^^^S'^  be  invalid  by  reason  of  the  non-observance  of  some 
^\feT3tn:xity  which  is  required  by  statute,  as  the  presence  of  a  min- 
v«>^^^  o:f  the  gospel,  or  a  justice  of  the  peace,  that  want  of  form 
nifty  oo    supplied  by  an  ordinance  of  the  convention. " 

^^l:^C3  latter  category  may  be  placed  the  obstacle  of  near  relation- 
*^P  ^5^t:^rposed  by  the  statute. 

^  ^^^  jStale  V.  Adams,  Boyden,  J.,  declares  the  effect  of  the  jict 
to  oe  ^  tio  all  intents  and  pui*poses  to  render  the  parties,  thus  co- 
bftDit\ng^  man  and  wife,  and  to  devolve  upon  each  the  duties  and 
tesponsibihties  of  the  married  state. 

lue    legislation  in  reference  to  the  marital  relations  formed  Ih*. 
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tween  slayes,  by  their  consent  to  live  together  as  man  and  wife,  is 
not  in  this  feature  distinguishable  from  that  now  under  considera- 
tion. A  mere  contract  between  persons  of  different  sexes,  followeil 
hy  coliabitation,  does  not  constitute  marriage  in  a  legal  sense  bc»- 
tween  slaves  as  it  does  not  between  free  pei^sons. 

**  A  slave  being  property,"  says  Pearson,  C.  J.,  **  has  not  the 
legal  capacity  to  make  a  contract,  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  rights 
or  subjected  to  the  liabilities  incident  tliereto.  He  is  amenable  to 
the  criminal  law,  and  his  person  (to  a  certain  extent)  and  his  life 
are  protected  *  *  *  Marriage  is  based  upon  contract,  conse- 
cpiently  the  relation  of  man  and  wife  cannot  exist  among  slaves." 

Hence  the  efficacy  of  the  enactment  was  to  convert  an  illicit  into 
a  legal  relation  with  the  consent  of  the  freedman,  and  on  the  con- 
ditions specified  in  the  act,  whereby  the  status  of  husband  and  wife 
was  Jicquired  with  such  incidents,  aside  from  criminal  liability,  as 
as  would  attach  to  a  marriage  valid  from  the  incipiency  of  cohabi- 
tation. 

The  act  of  1879  does  not  however  go  so  far.  It  does  not  render 
the  connection  legitimate  from  the  beginning,  making  valid  that 
which  was  before  void.  It  simply  limits  the  time  in  which  legal 
proceedings  may  be  instituted  to  annul  the  marriage,  or  in  which  its 
nullity  may  be  adjudged  collaterally  in  a  pending  case,  and  this 
action  must  take  place  during  the  lives  of  both,  or  where  issue  is 
born,  it  cannot  take  place  at  all.  Death  under  such  circumstances 
gives  legal  sanction  to  that  which  had  been  forbidden,  and  places 
the  validity  of  the  marriage  contract  beyond  further  question,  ex- 
cept for  the  causes  upon  which  the  statute  does  not  operate.  What 
reasonable  objection  can  be  made  to  a  law  thus  operating  upon  a 
marriage  relation  formed  de  facto,  and  not  authorized  because  of  a 
mere  disabling  statutory  interdict,  where  the  parties  themselves 
have  assented  to  and  recognized  the  relation  ? 

The  proviso  is  broad  and  comprehensive  in  its  declaration  that 
under  such  circumstances  after  death,  *'no  marriage  followed  by 
coliabitation,  and  the  birth  of  issue  (subject  to  the  exceptions)  shall 
bo  declared  void,"  that  is,  adjudged  void  in  any  legal   proceeding. 

There  could  be  no  direct  proceeding  for  a  sentence  of  nullity  ex- 
(Tj)t  during  life,  for  such  sentence  affects  the  personal  status  or 
condition  of  parties,  and  no  one  can  represent  either  wiien  dead . 
Th(»  meaning  is  that  such  marriage  must  then  stand  with  all  its 
lo2^:il  consequences,  and  its  validity  no  longer  open  to  controversy. 
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and  such  legislation  is  in  our  opinion  free  from  complaint  as  to  its 
validity. 

This  view  disposes  of  the  appeal  and  renders  it  unnecessary  to 
pass  upon  other  matters  presented  in  the  argument.  There  is  error 
in  the  ruling  of  the  court  upon  the  exception  and  in  dismissing  tlie 
iU'tion.  This  will  be  certified  for  further  proceedings  in  the  court 
^iolow  according  to  law  as  declared  in  this  opinion. ' 
Error.  Reversed, 


Oi«A.BK  V.  Wilmington  and  Weldon  Railroad  Oompant. 

(91  N.  C.  008.) 
BaUfoad  —  ejection  for  non-payment  of  fare. 

*^e  j>E^Lintlff  took  passage  on  the  defendant's  railway  for  a  station  four  miles 
^istwLmiM,  -ft.  He  depended  on  a  friend  taking  passage  at  the  same  time  to  pay 
^i»  ftfc. »-«,  but  that  person  got  into  another  car.  When  the  conductor  dt»- 
oianci«^fe<[  his  ticket  he  told  him  he  had  neither  ticket  nor  money,  but  would 

^0  i  n  <^^«=>  the  other  car  and  get  the  money  from  his  friend.     The  train  was 

^^^i^i^'^^.y  between  the  stations.     The  conductor  refused  to  delay,  and  put  liim 

^^'  -^E/eW,  that  he  could  recover  damages. 

AC^T*IBION  for  ejection  from  railway   train.     The  opinion   states 
fcl-me  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

^^l^mMn  &  Moore,  for  plaintiff. 
^^3/       ^m£  Zollicoffer,  for  defendant. 

^^^"^^^^d,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff,  while  at  Whi taker's  station,  on  the 
defeacis^^^^l^  road,  awaiting  the  arrival  of  the  train,  on  which  he  in- 
tended -t:^  \^\^Q  passage  for  Battleboro,  a  station  four  miles  distant, 
and  «e5-i-ng  himself  without  money,  made  arrangements  with  two 
others^  Isaac  Powell  and  T.  P.  Braswell,  who  were  also  going  on 
the  tti.r^j^^^^  train,  in  which  each  agreed  to  pay  his  fare  of  twenty-five 
cents,    fhe  charge  between  those  points. 

'^^^^^^   the  train   came,  all  three,  with  twenty  or  more  others, 
enteT^<j^    it,  the  plaintiff  taking  a  seat  in  the  forward  coach,  Bras- 

weW  xrx  -fehat  next  behind,  and  Powell  in  that  where  the  plaintiff  was, 

oToa^    next  in  front. 
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When  the  conductor  was  passing  through  the  coaches,  taking  up 
the  tickets  and  collecting  fares,  from  front  to  rear  of  the  train,  he 
came  to  the  plaintiflE,  who  said  he  had  neither  ticket  nor  money, 
but  would  get  the  fare,  if  allowed  to  go  to  the  coach  behind,  from 
a  gentleman  sitting  there. 

The  conductor  refused  to  do  so,  saying,  **you  must  get  off.  1 
have  not  time  to  wait  for  you.  I  have  something  else  to  do."  The 
train  was  then  about  half  way  between  the  stations,  moving  at  a 
rapid  rate,  when  the  conductor  stopped  the  train  and  compelled 
the  plaintiff  to  get  out. 

Braswell  would  have  advanced  the  money  and  paid  the  fare  upon 
application.  As  the  plaintiff  descended  from  the  coach  and  was 
on  the  lowest  step,  Powell  offered  to  pay  the  fare,  but  the  con- 
ductor declined  to  receive  it,  saying,  *•'  you  are  too  late,  go  and 
attend  to  your  own  business." 

In  expelling  the  plaintiff  there  was  no  actual  force  employed 
against  his  person,  but  the  order  was  given,  and  assistants  were 
present  to  execute  it,  and  the  plaintiff  submitted. 

The  action  is  to  recover  damages  for  this  ejectment  of  the  plaint- 
iff, and  the  sole  question  raised  by  the  appeal  is,  whether  under  the 
circumstances  the  conductor  had  a  right  to  put  the  plaintiff  off  the 
train. 

An  instruction  was  requested  for  the  defendant,  in  the  charge 
given  to  the  jury,  in  these  words :  * '  When  the  conductor  demanded 
of  the  plaintiff  his  ticket,  and  he  tendered  neither  ticket  nor  money, 
the  conductor  had  the  right  to  eject  the  plaintiff." 

This  was  refused,  and  instead  the  jury  were  directed  as  follows: 
**The  conductor  was  not  bound  to  go  into  the  other  car  to  get  the 
fare  from  Braswell,  but  if  Braswell  had  money  and  was  ready  and 
willing  to  pay  the  fare  of  the  plaintiff,  and  plaintiff  told  him  before 
he  stopped  the  tram  and  started  to  eject  him  that  a  friend  in  the 
next  car  would  pay  his  fare,  then  the  conductor  ought  to  have 
allowed  plaintiff  a  reasonable  time  to  get  the  fare." 

The  whole  controversy  is  involved  in  these  two  instructions,  the 
one  refused  and  the  other  given. 

There  can  be  no  question  of  the  right  of  the  officer,  in  charge  of 
a  train  of  passenger  coaches,  to  remove  any  one  who  has  entered 
and  refused  to  pay  his  fare  or  produce  his  ticket,  as  eyidenoe  of  its 
having  been  paid  to  some  authorized  agent  of  the  company,  unleas 
he  is  tnivelling  with  its  permission  without. 
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Such  refasaly  in  opposition  to  the  rules  of  the  company,  presents 
a  case  which  warrants  the  officer  in  charge  to  require  such  in- 
truder to  leave  the  train,  and  if  necessary,  to  use  such  force  as  is 
sufficient  to  accomplish  his  ejectment.     Nor  when  the  officer  has 
stopped  the  train,  and  he  is  descending  the  steps  and  about  to  pass 
out,  will  a  tender  of  the  fare  entitle  him  to  return  to  his  seat.     lie 
forfeits  his  right  of  carriage  by  such  inisconduct  by  breaking  his 
f>wn  contract  to  pay  when  called  on,  and  it  is  not  regained  by  his 
re/>entance  at  the  last  moment,  and  after  he  has  caused  the  incon- 
*'eiiience  and  delay  to  the  company  by  his  wrongful  act.     The  ad- 
jucZi cations  fully  recognize  this  authority  in  the  carrier,  and  it  is 
iiecessary  to  prevent  imposition  upon  it.    Aug.  Carr.,  §  609,  note  A; 
'^'horrxjy,  Oarr.  Pass,  340,  note  5. 

VV"i>.ere  there  has  been  no  refusal  to  pay  the  fare  and  the  obliga- 

^'0/1   ±  ;^  not  disputed,  but  some  reason,  such  as  the  mislaying  of  the 

*Jcke  t    or  loss  of  pocketbook  in  which  the  money  is  kept,  or  other 

^e<j  ^m.  s^ie  cause   prevents  a  prompt  response  to  the   conductor's 

^^nxs^-mrm^^^  it  is  but  reasonable  that  an  opportunity  should  be  allowed 

tne  i>ii«-,^senger  to  search  for  what  is  mislaid  or  lost  or  to  provide 

othei-     zMzneans  of  payment,  where  the  delay  does  not  interfere  with 

the  x'^^^^uiar  duties  of  the  officer  in  charge. 

^*^^^      delay  in  the  present  case  would  have  been  momentary  if 

indeoc^^     any  had  been  occasioned  in  permitting  the  plaintiff  to  pre- 

<^ae    t  i^fce  conductor  in  passing  into  the  next  coach  and  getting  the 

moa<33^-      in  time  for  the  call  on  Braswell  or  before  Braswell  had  been 

reaclxf^  ^3.     Instead  of  complying  with  this  request  made  in  good 

laita,      -t.he  conductor  arbitrarily  and  instantly  rang  the  bell  and  ex- 

pe  &CX      ^]xQ  plaintiff,  producing  an  interruption  in  the  movement  of 

^  J^*^^^'^  ^^^t  would  have  been  rendered  unnecessary  if  a  brief  time 

rnJ/^^^^^^  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  get  the  money  promised  him. 

f^^^    was  a  harsh  exercise  of  power,  injurious  to  the  plaintiff  and 

^^^TM^^^^*  in  the  protection  of  the  interests  of  the  company. 

cjases  that   uphold  tlie  right  of  the  carrier  company  sum- 


TKe^ 


\ 


marii^     to  expel  from  its  train  a  passenger  who  does  not  produce 

n|8   ^^l«:et,  or  pay  when  called  on  as  required  by  its  regulations,  are 

'    *^    ^ar  as  we  have  examined,  cases  of  a  denial  of  the  right  to  de- 

^*^^u     ^^^  ^*'*^»  ^^  *  refusal  to  pay  it  upon  some  untenable  ground, 

*        ^t   the  conductor  must  submit  or  enforce  his  authority  against 

^^isting  passenger  and  prevent  his  riding  unless  he  does  pay. 

^^  ^acts  of  this  case  do  not  bring  it  under  the  operation  of  the 
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rule  applicable  to  those  who  persistently  and  wrongfully  resist  the 
demand  of  the  conductor,  acting  under  directions  of  his  principal, 
and  within  the  sphere  of  his  necessary  powers,  for  the  plaintiff 
acquiesced  in  the  demand  of  his  fare  and  merely  proposed  to  pass 
into  an  adjoining  cur  to  obtain  the  money  promised  under  a  pre- 
vious arrangement  with  a  fellow  passenger. 

This  view  of  the  relations  between  the  carrier  and  passenger  is 
sustained  by  recent  decisions. 

In  Maples  v.  N.  Y.  and  N.  H.  R.Co.,  38  Conn.  557;  s.  c,  9  Am. 
Eep.  434,  the  plaintiff  had  mislaid  his  commutation  ticket  and 
could  not  at  the  moment  when  called  on  by  the  conductor  produce 
it,  as  he  was  by  the  regulations  of  the  company  and  the  conditions 
of  the  issue  of  such  ticket  required  to  do,  while  the  conductor 
knew  he  had  one  and  that  the  time  limited  therein  had  not  expireed. 
The  conductor,  regardless  of  the  explanation  and  following  the 
letter  of  his  instruction,  demanded  the  fare,  and  it  not  being  paid 
forced  the  plaintiff  to  leave  the  train.  For  this  expulsion  the 
plaintiff  sued,  and  Park,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  thus  declares  the  law : 

"The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to  find  it  (the 
ticket).  The  contract  requires  him  to  show  his  ticket  to  the  con- 
ductor, but  he  was  not  bound  to  do  so  immediately  when  required. 
*  *  ♦  Under  such  circumstances  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  U> 
ride  as  long  as  there  was  any  reasonable  expectation  of  finding  it 
during  the  trip." 

In  Hayes  v.  N.  Y.  Cent,  Railroad  Co,,  decided  in  the  Supreme 
Court  at  the  General  Term  held  in  October  last,  reported  in  30  Alb. 
L.  J.  469,  the  plaintiff  had  a  ticket  but  failed  to  find  and  exhibit 
it  to  the  conductor  when  called  on;  whereupon  the  bell  was  rung, 
the  train  stopped,  and  the  plaintiff  required  to  leave.  Before  the 
train  came  to  a  halt  the  plaintiff  found  his  ticket  and  offered  it  to 
the  conductor  who  nevertheless  compelled  him  to  get  off.  The 
court  say,  Meewix,  J.,  speaking  for  all  the  members:  **If  the 
ticket  of  the  plaintiff  was  mislaid,  and  he  in  good  faith  was  trying 
to  find  it,  he  was  entitled  to  reasonable  time  to  enable  him  to  do  so, 
if  he  could,  and  if  in  case  of  failure  to  find  it  after  such  reasonable 
opportunity  he  was  willing  and  ready  to  pay  his  fare,  the  conductor 
had  no  right  to  put  him  off."  See  Railroad  v.  Oarrett^  8  Lea,  438; 
s.  c,  41  Am.  Rep.  640. 

It  is  contended  liowever  that  the  short  distance  to  be  run  over  by 
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the  train  before  reaching  the  station  at  which  the  plaintiff  was  to 
debark  did  not  admit  of  delay  and  rendered  necessary  prompt  ac- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  conductor,  and  it  was  the  plaintiff's  own 
fault  to  enter  the  coach  without  a  ticket  or  the  means  of  payment 
when  the  fare  was  required  of  him. 

It  does  not  appear  in  the  case  that  prepayment  of  fare  was  neces- 
sary, and  it  is  obvious  that  no  appreciable  time  would  have  been 
lost  in  giving  the  plaintiff  opportunity  to  call  on  Braswell  and  get 
the  money  to  pay  his  fare.  If  this  were  a  mere  pretense,  and  sucli 
seems  to  have  been  the  assumption  on  which  this  precipitate  action 
of  the  officer  was  taken,  a  moment  would  have  revealed  it,  and  then 
the  ejection  would  have  been  fully  warranted. 

The  defense  set  up  is  an  assertion  of  the  right  to  remove  from  a 
train  any  passenger,  who  may  not  be  ready  at  once  to  exhibit  a 
ticket  or  pay  his  fare,  notwithstanding  he  has  the  means  at  com- 
mand by  passing  into  an  adjoining  coach,  and  only  asks  time  to  do 
sa  This  rigid  rule  enforced  would  require  every  one  to  have  i)08- 
session  of  his  own  ticket,  or  the  friend  who  has  it  to  be  near  by,  at 
the  hazard  of  expulsion,  if  he  did  not. 

In  all  cases  a  reasonable  indulgence  should  be  shown  a  passenger 
in  his  effort  to  comply  with  the  rules  of  the  company,  and  what  is 
reasonable  must  be  determined  in  connection  with  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances and  in  view  of  the  facts  of  each  case. 

We  think  the  plaintiff's  request  was  reasonable,  and  that  the 
hasty  and  precipitate  action  of  the  conductor  was  in  excess  of  the 
authority  with  which  the  law  armed  him. 

The  exceptions  to  the  evidence  are  not  tenable,  for  its  only  office 
was  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  provided  means  to  pay  his  fare, 
and  did  not  intend  to  trespass  upon  the  rights  of  the  company. 

In  some  of  the  States  the  right  to  eject  for  non-payment  is  re- 
stricted, so  far  as  to  require  it  to  be  at  some  station  and  not  capri- 
ciously at  any  point,  which  might  be  at  some  very  inhospitable 
spot  endangering  health,  if  not  life. 

There  is  no  error  and  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

MxBBiMON,  J.>  dissenting. 
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State  v.  Pabtlow. 

(01  N.  C.  660.) 
StattUe  —  ambiguity 

A  statate  prohibited  the  sale  of  spiritaous  liquors  within  three  miles  of  Mount 
Zion  church  in  Gaston  county.  There  were  two  churches  of  that  name  in 
that  county.     HM^  inoperative. 


C 


OXVICTION  of  unlawfully  selling  intoxicating  liquor.     The 
opinion  states  the  case. 


Attorney- General,  for  State.        , 
ffoke  &  Hoke,  for  defendant. 

Mbrrimon,  J.  The  act  of  laSl,  chap.  234,  prohibits  the  sale  of 
spirituous  liquors  within  designated  distances  from  many  churches 
and  other  places  named  therein.  So  much  of  it  as  is  material  to 
this  case  provides,  **  that  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  shall  he  pro- 
hibited within  three  miles  of  *  *  *  Mount  Zion  church  in 
(Jaston  county." 

It  appeared  on  the  trial  that  there  were  two  churches  bearing  the 
name  of  *'  Mount  Zion"  in  Gaston  county,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  statute  indicating  to  which  of  them  it  applies. 

It  is  plainly  the  duty  of  the  court  to  so  construe  a  statute,  am- 
biguous in  its  meaning,  as  to  give  effect  to  the  legislative  intent,  if 
this  be  practicable.  Its  meaning  in  respect  to  what  it  has  refer- 
ence to  and  the  ohjects  it  embraces,  as  well  as  in  other  respects,  is 
to  be  ascertained  by  appropriate  means  and  indictay  such  as  the  pur- 
poses appearing  from  the  statute  taken  as  a  whole,  the  phraseology, 
the  words  ordinary  or  technical,  the  law  as  it  prevailed  before  the 
statute,  the  mischief  to  be  remedied,  the  remedy,  the  end  to  be 
mn^omplished,  statutes  in  pan  viateria,  the  preamble,  the  title,  and 
other  like  means.  But  the  meaning  must  be  ascertained  from  the 
statute  itself,  and  the  means  and  signs  to  which,  as  appeara  upon 
its  face,  it  has  reference.  It  cannot  be  proved  by  a  member  of  the 
legislature  or  other  person,  whether  interested  in  its  enactment  or 
not.  A  statute  is  an  act  of  the  legislature  as  an  organized  body. 
It  expresses  the  collective  will  of  that  body,  and  no  single  member 
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of  it,  or  all  the  members  as  individuals,  can  be  heard  to  say  what 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  is.  It  must  speak  for  and  be  construed 
by  itself,  by  the  means  and  signs  indicated  above.  Otherwise  each 
individual  might  attribute  to  it  a  different  meaning,  and  thus  the 
legislative  will  and  meaning  be  lost  sight  of.  Whatever  may  be 
the  views  and  purposes  of  those  who  procure  the  enactment  of  a 
statute,  the  legislature  contemplates  that  its  intention  shall  be 
ascertained  from  its  words  as  embodied  in  it.  And  courts  are  not 
at  liberty  to  accept  the  understanding  of  any  individual  as  to  the 
legislative  intent.  Siate  v.  Boon.  Taylor,  103;  Drake  v.  Drake,  4 
Dev.  110;  Adams  v.  Turrentine,  8  Ired.  147;  Stale  v.  Melton, 
Busb.  49;  Blue  v.  McDuffie,  id.  131  ;  Potter's  Dwarris  Statutes, 
179  et  seq. 

But  a  statute  must  be  capable  of  construction  and  interpretation; 
otherwise  it  will  be  inoperative  and  void.  The  court  must  use 
every  authorized  means  to  ascertain  and  give  it  an  intelligible 
meaning;  but  if  after  such  effort  it  is  found  to  be  impossible  to 
solve  the  doubt  and  dispel  the  obscurity,  if  no  judicial  certainty 
can  be  settled  upon  as  to  the  meaning,  the  court  is  not  at  liberty  to 
supply,  to  make  one.  The  court  may  not  allow  ^'conjectural 
interpretation  to  usurp  the  place  of  judicial  exposition."  There 
must  be  a  competent  and  efficient  expression  of  the  legislative  will. 
In  Drake  Y.  Drake,  supra,  Chief  Justice  Ruffin  said:  "Whether 
a  statute  be  a  public  or  private  one,  if  the  terms  in  which  it  is 
couched  be  so  vague  at  to  convey  no  definite  meaning  to  those 
whose  duty  it  is  to  execute  it,  either  ministerially  or  judicially,  it 
is  necessarily  inoperative.  The  law  must  remain  as  it  was,  unless 
that  which  professes  to  change  it  be  itself  intelligible." 

When  the  statute  intends  to  refer  to  and  embrace  within  its  pro- 
visions one  or  more  of  a  multitude  of  things  of  the  same  kind,  or 
one  or  more  persons  of  many  of  the  same  name,  it  must  do  so  in 
some  way  or  manner,  in  terms,  or  by  reasonable  implication,  or 
appropriate  descriptive  words,  to  designate  what  things  or  persons 
are  intended  by  it.  Else  how  can  the  court  or  a  ministerial  officer 
decide  what  things  or  persons  are  meant?  A  member  of  the  legis- 
lature might  say  one  thing  or  person  was  meant;  another  might 
say  another  thing  or  person  was  meant;  a  third  might  say  yet 
another  thing  or  person  was  meant;  and  thus  the  legislative  will 
might  entirely  fail.  The  statute  must  speak.  The  legislative 
expression  of  its  purpose  and  will  must  prevail;  and  if  this  does 
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not  appear  with  such  a  degree  of  certainty  as  that  the  court  can 
learn  what  it  is,  the  statute  cannot  operate. 

Now  the  clause  of  the  statute  before  us  simply  refers  to  '^  Mount 
Zion  church  in  Gaston  county,"  and  there  are  two  churches  of 
that  name  in  that  county.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  thiit 
in  the  remotest  degree  indicates  to  which  of  the  two  it  refei-s. 
There  are  no  means  or  signs  of  any  kind  appearing  in  it,  in  terms, 
by  implication,  by  reference,  or  by  any  possible  construction,  that 
go  to  point  to  one  of  the  two  churches  any  more  than  to  the  other. 
It  must  therefore  be  as  inoperative  as  if  there  was  no  church,  or 
fifty  churches  of  the  same  name  in  that  county. 

The  testimony  of  the  witness,  who  was  a  senator  at  the  time  the 
statute  was  enacted,  was  wholly  incompetent  for  the  reasons  already 
stated. 

We  are  constrained  to  declare  that  the  clause  of  the  statute  under 
consideration  is,  because  of  its  ambiguity,  inoperative  and  void. 

There  is  error,  for  which  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court 
must  be  reversed,  and  further  proceedings  had  according  to  law. 
Let  this  be  certified. 

Error. 

Rmmrsed. 
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(lA  Lea,  1.) 

SUUtUe  —  eomirucHon  —  penaiiy, 

A  statute  provides  a  penalty  against  any  railroad  company  for  failare  during 
iuiy  trip  to  annoance  the  stopping  places.  Held,  that  only  one  penalty  can 
be  recovered  up  to  the  time  of  suit.* 

AOTION  for  penalties.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaint- 
iff had  judgment  below. 

Matt.  Ne%l,  W.  C.  CaldweU  and  Jo.  R.  HawkinSy  Jr.,  for  Parks. 
A.  W.  CampbeU,  for  railroad  company. 

Cooper,  J.     Action  for  the  recovery  of  penalties  under  a  statute. 
The  Circuit  judge  sustained  the  demurrer  to  the  declaration.     The 
referees  report  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  upon  the 
ground  that  the  plamtiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  full  as  claimed.   , 
The  exceptions  open  the  case. 

The  act  of  1866,  chap.  15,  section  2  (Rev.  Code,  §  4927  ft),  pro- 
vides  as  follows:  *^  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  each  conductor  or  other 
employee  on  any  railroad  m  this  State  to  announce  in  loud,  distinct 

♦See  Cent.  B.  of  N.  J.  v.  &reen  (86  Peiin.  St.  427),  37  Am.  Rep.  718. 
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words,  for  each  passenger  car,  the  stopping  place,  station,  depot  or 
town  at  which  each  car  or  passenger  train  stops,  or  shall  he  detained 
for  any  purpose,  and  also  the  time  such  car,  or  passenger  train  will 
stop  or  be  detained ." 

The  next  section  is:  ^'  Every  railroad  company  shall  cause  such 
passenger  car  to  be  well  supplied  with  pure  and  wholesome  water, 
and  in  C99I  weather  have  each  passenger  car  provided  with  comfort- 
able fires,'  arid  at  night  furnishM  with  sufficient  light  for  the  use, 
comfort  and  convenience  of  the  passengers." 

The  next  section  is:  **  Upon  failure  of  any  railroad  company, 
during  any  trip  of  the  passenger  cars,  to  comply  strictly  with  any  of 
the  provisions  of  the  preceding  sections  of  this  act,  then  such  railroad 
company  shall  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  re- 
coverable before  Jiny  court  having  jurisdiction  thereof,  one-half  to 
be  paid  to  the  person  suing,  and  the  other  half  to  go  to  the  common 
school  fund  of  the  State." 

The  action  was  brought  by  George  N.  Parks  against  the  Nash- 
v})lo,/.Cllj.attanoogd  and  St.  Louis  railway  to  recover  penalties  alleged 
to  have  been  incurred  under  the  foregoing  act,  for  the  failure  of 
the  conductor  or  other  employee  of  the  company  to  announce,  on 
its  passenger  trains,  at  the  Paducah  junction,  a  stopping  place  of 
such  tniins,  the  station  and  the  time  the  train  would  stop  or  be  de- 
tained. The  declaration  contained  240  counts,  each  for  a  separate 
penalty  for  a  distinct  failure  of  duty.  The  defendant  demurred  to 
the  declaration,  assigning  as  causes  of  demurrer,  first,  that  the 
lK?nalty  sued  for  was  unconstitutional,  and  secondly,  that  the  indi- 
vidual conductor  or  employee,  upon  whom  the  duty  of  performance 
was  imposed  by  law,  could  alone  be  held  responsible  for  the  penalty, 
a  coqK)nition  aggi*egate  being  incapable  of  incurring  the  penalty; 
or  being  sued  therefor. 

Although  the  first  section  of  the  statute  quoted  above  imposes 
the  duty  specified  by  it  upon  the  "  conductor  or  other  employee," 
while  the  next  section  imposes  the  duties  specified  therein  upon  the 
railroad  company,  yet  the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  require 
(jertain  acts  to  be  done  for  the  comfort  and  accommodation  of  pas- 
8engei*s  on  railroad  trains,  and  to  secure  their  performance  by  a 
penalty  for  the  tailure,  to  be  sued  for  by  any  person  aggrieved,  cer- 
tainly, and  perhaps  by  a  common  informer.  The  regulations  pre- 
scribed are  within  the  police  power  of  the  legislature,  and  the  mode 
adopted  for  their  enforcement  is  one  well  known  to  the  common 
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law,  and  frequently  occurring  in  our  statutes.  It  is  true,  the  pen- 
alty is  usually  imposed  upon  the  person  who  is  required  to  perform 
the  duty,  and  whose  delinquency  gives  the  right  of  action.  Cor- 
porations aggregate  can  only  act  through  agents,  and  can  only  be 
subjected  to  the  police  power  of  the  State  in  this  mode  by  being 
made  responsible  for  the  default  of  their  servants.  Perhaps  there 
can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  of  the  liability  of  a  corporation  or  su- 
perior in  such  cases,  where  the  legislation  is  remedial,  not  punitive, 
although  the  subject  is  left  in  much  obscurity  by  the  authorities. 
The  case  before  us  may  be  decided  upon  well  recognized  princi- 
ples. 

All  the  authorities  agree  that  statutes  like  the  one  under  consider- 
ation must  be  construed  strictly.  They  further  agree  that  a  master 
or  principal  may  bo  made  liable  for  a  reasonable  penalty  for  the  act 
or  omission  of  an  employee  or  agent  in  the  line  of  his  duty,  where 
the  penalty  is^  remedial,  not  punitive.  The  inclination  of  the 
courts  is  therefore  to  construe  such  statutes  as  remedial,  that  is,  as 
intended  to  redress  an  actual  injury  with  a  view  to  prevent  its  re- 
currence, and  not  as  punitive,  that  is,  as  intended  to  punish 
whether  the  injury  has  accrued  or  not.  It  is  in  the  latter  class  of 
cases  that  the  gravest  doubts  have  been  entertained  whether  the 
principal  could  be  made  liable  at  all  to  a  penalty  for  the  act  or 
omission  of  the  agent  or  employee.  Dickenson  v.  Fletcher^  L.  R,  9 
0.  P.  1  ;  McCoun  v.  New  York  Central  Railroad  Company,  50  N. 
Y.  176. 

The  intent  of  the  legislature  in  the  statute  before  us  was  to  se- 
cure certain  benefits  to  passengers  on  the  railroad  trains.  It  was 
of  course  never  intended  tliat  a  penalty  should  be  incurred  if  in 
fact  there  were  no  passengers  on  the  train,  or  in  a  car  of  the  train 
in  which  there  was  a  default.  And  a  failure  to  call  a  station  at 
wkich  no  passenger  intended  to  get  off,  or  did  in  fact  get  off,  could 
do  no  harm,  and  would  be  at  most  only  a  technical  breach  of  the 
law.  If  the  statute  be  construed  literally,  or  as  punitive,  there 
woald  be  a  penalty  even  in  such  cases.  Penalties  would  also  be  in- 
curred by  acts  of  inadvertence  or  omissions  of  negligence  although 
no  person  was  aggrieved  thereby.  And  if  each  default  gave  a  right 
of  action,  and  might  be  sued  upon  at  any  time,  the  purpose  of  t\\o 
legislature  would  be  lost  sight  of,  and  the  act  be  perverted  and 
made  punitive  instead  of  remedial.  The  common  law  forbids  the 
infliction  of  penalties  or  punishment  more  than  once  on  the  same 
Vol.  XLIX  —  S-, 
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offender  although  guilty  ol  several  distinct  offenses.  By  that  law, 
and  it  was  so  construed  in  this  State,  a  conviction,  judgment  and 
execution  for  a  felony  not  capital  were  a  bar  to  all  other  indictments 
for  felonies  not  capital  committed  previously.  Crensliaw  v.  SiaUy 
Mart.  &  Yerg.  123;  1  Bish.  Cr.  Law  (6th  ed.),  §  1070.  And  the 
courts  have  been  always  opposed  to  the  enforcement  of  penalties  ex- 
cept to  the  extent  necessary  to  secure  the  manifest  object  of  their 
infliction.  For  this  reason,  as  we  have  seen,  they  are  agreed  in 
construing  penal  statutes  strictly. 

The  jict  before  us  gives  the  forfeiture  upon  the  failure  of  any 
railroad  company  to  comply  with  its  provisions  *'  dunng  any  trip 
of  the  passenger  cars."  Under  the  rules  of  construction,  adopted 
by  the  courts,  there  would  be  only  one  penalty  for  each  trip.  The 
statute  does  not  in  so  many  words  give  the  right  of  action  to  a 
common  informer,  and  the  argument  is  strongly  persuasive,  espe- 
cially in  view  of  the  amount  of  the  penalty,  that  the  right  of 
action  is  given  only  to  a  passenger  aggrieved  by  the  default  Btit 
if  it  be  conceded  that  a  qui  tarn  action  might  be  brought  by  any 
one,  the  statute  does  not  say  that  there  shall  be  a  penalty  for  ''each 
and  every  offense. "  In  the  absence  of  these  words  it  seems  to  be 
settled  that  only  one  recovery  can  be  had  for  acts  or  omissions  in 
violation  of  the  statute,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
5  Wait  Act.  &  Def.  164.  The  reason  is  that  it  is  the  action  which 
will  bring  the  default  to  the  attention  of  the  corporation  or  part}% 
and  secure  a  compliance  with  the  law.  And  it  is  the  performance 
of  the  duties  imposed  which  inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  passengers 
on  whose  behalf  the  act  was  passed.  A  different  construction 
would  contravene  the  legislative  intent,  leave  an  opening  for  the 
])er version  of  the  act,  and  make  a  statute  punitive  which  was 
iuteuded  to  be  remedial. 

Accordingly,  under  a  statute  giving  a  penalty  against  any  person 
employing  another  to  act  as  a  pilot  who  has  no  license,  it  was  held 
tliiit  there  could  be  only  one  recovery  against  the  defendant, 
although  he  had  employed  an  unlicensed  pilot  for  several  ships. 
Sturgis  V.  Spoffordy  45  N.  Y.  446.  The  same  ruling  was  made 
where  a  penalty  of  $50  was  given  against  any  railroad  company  for 
taking  more  than  a  fixed  rate  of  fare,  hhsher  v.  New  York  Osfi^ 
tral  Railroad  Company^  46  N.  Y.  644.  "  The  omission  from  the 
statute  of  the  words  'for  each  and  every  offense,'  "  say  the  court 
in  that  case,  *' shows  clearly  that"  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to 
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open  the  door  to  a  practice  adopted  in  a  case  originatiug  in  another 
part  of  the  State,  now  under  adyisement  in  this  court,  of  opening 
a  book  account  of  penalties  accrued,  and  delaying  suit  for  a  year 
when  such  penalties  amounted  to  between  $20,000  and  $30,000.  A 
construction  permitting  this  would  defeat  the  intention  of  the  leg- 
islature, which  was  to  suppress  the  extortion  by  prompt  prosecu- 
tion, by  enabling  parties  to  forbear  suing  until  the  aggregate 
penalties  amounted  to  a  large  sum,  and  induce  others  to  do  as  one 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  one  of  the  cases  now  in  judgment  was  honest 
enough  to  testify  he  did;  that  was  to  abandon  other  business,  and 
spend  his  time  for  a  considerable  period  in  riding  back  and  forth 
from  Tonawanda  to  Buffalo  for  the  purpose  of  earning  penalties.** 
The  plaintiff  in  this  suit  has  brought  before  us  precisely  the  case 
presented  to  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals  of  New  York  under 
a  similar  statute.  The  decision  of  that  eminent  tribunal  commends 
itself  to  our  jndgment  and  sense  of  justice.  To  allow  a  person  to 
i>l)en  a  book  account  of  penalties  at  an  insignificant  way  station, 
and  run  up  a  charge  of  $24,000  for  the  failure  of  the  conductor  to 
announce  the  station,  or  the  length  of  stay,  of  which  no  pas- 
senger has  complained,  would  shock  the  conscience,  i>ervert  the 
intention  of  the  legislature,  and  turn  a  remedial  into  a  highly  puni- 
tive statute.  It  would  be  a  literal  construction  of  the  words  of  the 
statute  which  would  recall  the  similar  construction  by  a  somewhat 
famous  judicial  tribunal  of  the  middle  ages  of  a  law  making  it  a 
capital  offense  to  shed  blood  in  the  street,  whereby  an  unfortunate 
leech  was  condemned  to  the  gallows  for  bleeding  his  apoplectic 
patient  on  the  sidewalk  where  he  had  dropped  down.  If  the  leg- 
islature had,  in  the  act  before  us,  in  so  many  words  authorized 
what  the  plaintiff  has  done  without  any  notice  to  the  company,  it 
would  be  difficult  to  sustain  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute. 
For  the  effect  would  be  the  imposition  of  an  excessive  fine.  Const, 
art.  1,  §  16.  But  the  legislature  had  no  such  intention,  and  we 
shall  not  press  the  language  used  so  as  to  do  indirectly  what  could 
not  perhaps  have  been  done  directly.  The  statute,  both  upon 
reason  and  authonty,  admits  of  a  different  construction.  We  are 
i>f  opinion  therefore  that  only  one  penalty  can  be  recoyered  up  to 
tlie  bringing  of  the  suit. 

[Omitting  minor  point] 

The  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  referees  will  be  sustained, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
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for  a  repleader  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  utrike  out 
all  the  counts  of  the  declaration  except  one  to  be  selected  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  with  directions  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  proceed  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion  by  striking  out  the  other  counts. 
The  defendant  will  pay  the  costs  of  this  court. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
Fbebhak,  J .,  dissented. 


State  v.  Gardksb. 

(18  Lea,  184.) 

Orimnal  law  —  lo9t  indietmenL 

A  lost  indictment  may  be  sapplied  hy  a  copy,  upon  affidavits,  Independent  of 

the  recollection  of  the  judge.* 
It  aeems,  the  case  is  covered  by  tbe  Code. 

rpHE  opinion  states  the  case. 

Lea,  attorney-general,  for  State. 
F.  W.  MoorCy  for  Gardner. 

Freeman,  J.  At  March  term,  1883,  ten  presentments  were  re- 
turned, found  true  bills,  into  the  Circuit  Court  for  Obion  county, 
against  the  defendant,  Gardner.  Capias  was  issued  on  all  these, 
and  defendant  ari'ested.  In  August  after  this  the  clerk's  drawer 
was  broken  open,  and  the  presentments  all  stolen  and  never  re- 
covered. 

After  this,  in  open  court,  the  energetic  district  attorney-general 
of  this  district  moved  the  court  to  supply  the  lost  papers,  and 
tendered  the  affidavit  of  the  clerk,  showing  the  loss  and  circum- 
stances attending  it,  together  with  his  own  affidavit,  showing  the 
papers  by  him  tendered  to  supply  the  loss  were  clearly  the  same  as 
the  papers  stolen.  This  was  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  present- 
ments were  printed  forms,  the  same  as  then  in  his  possession,  and 
the  facts  as  to  dates,  etc.,  necessary  to  be  inserted  in  writing,  weri» 
taken  from  the  notes  found  in  the  grand  jury  book,  together  with 

*  Se«'  Srhtfffz  V.  Sfftf,.  ante.  194. 
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the  memory  of  the  officer,  of  the  facts  from  information  had  by  him 
at  the  time  of  drawing  the  papei-s  from  the  witness  on  whose  testi- 
mony they  were  found.  There  is  no  question  but  the  proof  of  the 
identity  of  the  matter  of  the  papers  was  clearly  made  out 

His  honor  the  Circuit  judge  refused  to  allow  the  papers  supplied, 
basing  his  ruling  upon  the  fact  that  from  his  own  statement,  found 
in  the  record,  he  had  never  read  the  presentments,  and  therefoi*e 
could  not  himself  say  whether  the  papere  tendered  were  correct. 

The  ruling  of  his  honor  is  based  on  the  early  decision  of  this  court. 
Stale  V.  Harrison^  10  Yerg.  542.  That  case  is  evidently  the  result 
of  the  technical  views  of  our  courts  at  that  day,  and  the  theory 
then  prevalent,  that  all  technical  objections  should  be  allowed  to 
prevail  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  criminal  cases.  No  such  views 
now  prevail,  nor  would  they  be  in  accord  with  the  spirit  in  which 
the  criminal  law  is  now  and  should  be  administered.  Judge 
TrRLEY,  in  the  above  opinion,  seems  also  to  lay  much  stress  on  the 
tlanger  to  the  lives  and  liberties  of  the  citizen.  He  says:  **.To 
establish  the  principle  that  a  judge  might  supply  a  lost  indictment 
upon  affidavits  of  others,  independent  of  his  own  recollection,  would, 
OS  we  think,  be  exceedingly  dangerous  to  the  lives  and  liberty  of 
the  citizen."  We  are  unable  to  appreciate  at  this  day  the  force  of 
this  reasoning.  When  analyzed,  it  means  simply  that  in  a  case  like 
this,  where  the  best  evidence  possible  is  furnished  of  the  correct- 
ness of  the  supplied  papers,  it  should  not  be  done,  because  of  fail- 
ure to  get  the  evidence  of  the  judge  who  would  be  the  party  least 
likely  ever  to  be  able  to  furnish  such  evidence,  who  in  this  case  (as 
it  would  bo  found  practically  in  any  case)  had  never  read  the  in- 
dictment or  presentment,  and  who  by  the  duties  of  his  place  is 
Tiever  required  or  expected  to  do  so.  As  to  the  danger  to  the  citi- 
zen, that  has  no  better  support  in  reason.  What  forcible  differ- 
ence it  can  make  to  an  innocent  man  whether  the  proof  of  his  inno- 
cence be  presented  to  a  jury,  upon  an  original  or  copy  of  a  present- 
ment, is  to  us  unseen.  If  he  be  guilty,  then  he  deserves  to  be  con- 
victed, no  wrong  is  done  him,  and  the  law  is  vindicated.  Happily 
such  views  have  all  passed  away. 

The  plain  principle  of  the  common  law  and  of  sound  reason 
shonld  apply  in  a  criminal  (;ase  as  well  as  in  civil  cases,  that  is 
when  the  papers  are  lost  they  shall  be  ftarefully  and  accurately 
supplied  by  satisfactory  evidence  of  their  loss  and  their  contents. 

While  we  have  no  doubt  the  law    is  as  we  have  stated  and  the 
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papers  were  properly  offered  to  be  supplied  in  this  case  under  the 
rules  of  the  common  law,  we  think  a  fair  construction  of  the  act  of 
1847-3,  section  3907  of  the  Code  would  include  this  as  well  as  civil 
causes.  It  is:  '*  Any  record,  proceeding  or  paper  filed  in  any 
action  at  law  or  equity  if  lost  or  mislaid  unintentionally,  or  fraudu- 
lently made  away  with,  may  be  supplied  upon  application  undoi 
the  orders  of  the  court,  by  the  best  evidence  the  nature  of  the  ca^c* 
will  admit  of."  This  may  well  be  held  to  be  a  criminal  action 
pending  at  law  against  defendant,  under  the  definition  of  Bacon, 
who  says  actions  are  either  criminal  or  civil  —  criminal  are  either 
where  judgment  of  death,  as  appeals  of  death  or  robbery,  or  only 
to  have  a  fine  for  the  king  or  imprisonment.  See  Bacon  Abr.,  vol. 
1,  63. 

A  more  liberal  rule  in  fact  might  well  be  adopted  in  criminal 
cases  like  the  present,  where  no  other  papers  seem  to  have  been 
stolen,  because  the  grave  suspicion  must  be  indulged  that  in  such 
a  case  the  defendant  has  been  the  party  guilty  of  the  abstraction, 
or  was  in  some  way  actively  connected  with  it  -  he  the  only  party 
who  has  the  slightest  interest  in  the  destruction  of  the  papers.  To 
hold  that  the  papers  could  only  be  supplied  from  the  memory  of 
the  judge  is  practically  to  hold  that  they  could  not  be  supplied  at 
all,  and  thus  hold  out  an  inducement  to  the  parties  i)rosecuted  t^ 
surreptitiously  obtain  and  destroy  the  papers  and  thus  avoid  the  pen- 
alty of  the  law.  Still  more,  the  higher  the  crime  or  the  heavier 
the  penalty  likely  to  be  incurred,  the  greater  the  temptation,  and 
so  the  evil  tendeiacy  of  the  view  is  still  more  intensified  in  criminal 
eases. 

For  these  reasons  we  overrule  the  case  in  10  Yerger,  and  hold  the 
court  erred  in  not  permitting  the  papers  supplied.  The  case  will 
be  remanded  to  be  proceeded  in  under  this  opinion. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 
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Jackson  v.  Nashville,  Ohattakooqa  and  St.  Louis  Railway. 

(18  T^ea,  401.) 
Damages — proxitnaU  cause. 

The  defendant  left  a  train  of  cars  standing  entirely  across  a  highway  crossing 
near  its  station,  and  the  plaintiff,  desiring  to  reach  the  station,  undertook 
to  drive  with  a  horse  and  cart  at  a  point  where  there  was  no  crossing  and 
the  track  was  raised  above  the  ground,  and  he  was  thrown  off  by  the  jostling 
of  the  cart  and  injured.  Held,  that  the  injury  was  not  the  proximate  result 
of  the  defendant's  conduct.* 

ACTION  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  ease.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

W.  C,  Donaldson^  for  Jackson. 

Foster  V.  Broion  and  W.  D,  Spears,  for  railroad  company. 

Cooper,  J.  The  Circuit  judge  sustained  a  demun-er  to  the  dec- 
laration in  this  case  and  the  referees  report  that  hia  judgment 
should  be  reversed.     The  defendant  e5ccepts. 

The  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  to  the 
plaintiff's  husband  resulting  in  his  death.  The  declaration  avers 
that  the  defendant's  branch  road  passes  through  the  town  of  Vic- 
toria, in  Marion  county,  having  a  depot  on  its  south  side  for  the 
accommodation  of  passengers  and  the  receipt  of  their  baggage  and 
freight;  that  the  business  part  of  the  town  and  the  residence  of 
plaintiff's  husband  were  on  the  north  side  of  the  railroad;  that  there 
was  only  one  public  crossing  or  way  over  the  railroad  for  reaching 
the  depot  from  the  north  side  which  was  made  Pnd  provided  by  the 
defendant  for  the  public  to  travel  on  and  over;  that  on  the  evening 
before  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  husband  resulting  in  his  death,  the 
defendant  left  a  train  of  cars  standing  on  their  track  across  the  way 
aforesaid,  and  although  notified  that  evening  by  the  deceased  that 
he  wished  to  cross  the  road  the  next  morning,  failed  to  remove  the 
same;  that  on  the  next  morning  the  plaintiff's  husband  drove  his 
cart  in  which  was  the  trunk  of  a  traveller  intending  to  take  passage 
on  the  defendant's  train  that  morning,  along  the  public  way  across 

*  See  EhrgoU  v.  Mayor  (96  N.  Y.  264),  48  Am.  Rep.  622;  note  47  id.  .SHI. 
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the  railroad  to  carry  the  trunk  to  the  depot;  that  by  reason  of  the 
obstraction  of  the  way  by  the  defendant's  standing  train  plaintiff's 
husband  was  compelled,  in  order  to  reach  the  depot  with  his  cart, 
to  cross  the  railroad  track  where  no  crossing  was  made  or  provided 
by  the  company,  and  where  the  track  was  about  twelve  inches  high 
from  the  ground  to  the  top  of  the  rail,  and  while  so  crossing  he 
Wits,  by  the  jostling  and  toppling  of  the  cart,  thrown  under  the 
wheels  of  the  cart,  receiving  injuries  from  the  effect  of  which  he  died. 

The  question  raised  by  the  defendant's  demurrer  to  the  declai-ation 
is  whether  the  obstruction  by  the  defendant  of  the  cross- way,  which 
is  charged  to  have  been  **  willfully,  carelessly,  wrongfully,  unlaw- 
fully and  negligently  "  done,  was  tlie  proximate  cause  of  the  injuiy 
to  the  plaintiff's  husband  so  as  to  render  the  defendant  liable  there- 
for in  damages.  The  right  of  the  public  to  the  highway  crossing 
for  the  purpose  of  travel  is  so  far  paramount  to  the  right  and  con- 
venience of  the  company  for  any  other  purpose  than  that^  of  transit 
by  its  running  trains,  that  the  obstruction  as  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion was  clearly  negligent  and  unlawful.  State  v.  Morris,  etc,, 
Railroad  Compayiy,  25  N.  J.  L.  437.  The  defendant  was  there- 
fore liable  in  damages  to  any  person,  having  a  right  to  cross  its  road 
jit  that  point  who  was  prevented  from  so  doing  by  the  obstruction. 
And  the  only  question  is  whether  the  injury  sued  for  was  so  far  a 
proximate  result  of  the  obstruction  as  to  render  the  defendant  liable 
therefor  because  of  the  obstruction.  The  declaration  does  not 
aver  or  state  any  fact  of  negligence  or  wrong  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant connecting  it  with  the  injui*y,  except  the  creation  of  the 
obstruction  to  the  public  way  by  the  standing  train  of  cars. 

A  long  series  of  judicial  decisions  has  defined  proximate  or  im- 
mediate and  direct  damages  to  be  the  ordinary  and  natural  results 
of  tlie  negligence,  such  as  are  usual  and  miglit  therefore  have  been 
expected ;  and  this  includes  in  the  category  of  remote  damages 
such  as  are  the  result  of  an  accidental  or  unusual  combination  of 
circumstances  which  would  not  be  reasonably  anticipated,  and 
over  which  the  negligent  party  has  no  control.  2  Thomp.  Neg. 
1083,  citing  the  authorities.  A  proximate  cause  is  therefore  a  prob- 
able cause,  and  a  remote  cause  an  improbable  cause.  A  wrong-doer, 
in  otlier  words,  is  answerable  for  all  the  ordinary  and  natural  con- 
<5(H|uenccs  of  his  wrong  but  no  further.  The  diflSculty  is  in  apply- 
ing; tlie  general  rule  to  the  fjuts  of  a  particular  case. 

It  is  very  clear  that  a  niilroad  company  would  not  be  liable  for 
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HD  injury  to  a  person  who  undertook  to  drive  a  cart  across  its  track 
at  any  other  place  than  a  regular  crossing,  and  was  thrown  from  the 
cart  by  its  jolting  over  the  rails.     The  track  is  the  property  of  the 
railroad  company,  not  intended  to  be  crossed  by  other  vehicles  ex- 
cept at  the  ways  provided  for  the  pui'pose,  and  a  third  person  who 
undertook  to  pass  it  elsewhere  would  be  a  mere  trespasser.     Sucli 
a  person  would  act  at  his  peril,  the  company  being  in  no  way  re- 
sponsible for  any  accident  resulting  from  the  attempt.     The  only 
possible  ground  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
wrongful  obstruction  of  the  highway  justified  the  plaintiff's  hus- 
band in  adopting  an  unlawful  and  dangerous  route  to  reach  the  de- 
pot, and  made  the  defendant  liable  for  the  consequences.     And 
^Ms  is  the  position  assumed  by  counsel,  the  argument  being  that 
^he  traveller  has  a  right  to  reach  his  destination,  and  adopt  the  best 
^ode  which  seems  open  to  him,  the  question  whether  he  was  justi- 
'^ed  in  80  doing  being  one  for  the  jury.     But  it  is  difficult  to  see 
''ow  because  one  party  has  done  an  unlawful  act,  the  other  party 
%  be  justified  in  doing  an  equally  unlawful  act  at  the  risk  of  the 
^toiei*.    And  the  authorities  ai*e  all  in  conflict  with  the  contention. 
^^eonis  to  be  well  settled  that  if  a  traveller  is  compelled  to  leave 
highway  by  reason  of  a  defect  therein  rendering  it  impassable, 
..  ^  ^v-J^ile  so  off  the  highway,  and  attempting  with  due  care  to  pass 
i^  ofc>etacle,  receives  an  injury,  he  cannot  recover  damages  of  the 
.  ^  »        although  he  could  have  done  so  if  the  injury  had  happened 
*J-i  i:t^    on  the  highway  ;  for  the  negligence  of  the  town  is  to  be 
1    *^^^<3  a  remote  cause  of  the  injuiy.  2  Thomp.  Neg.  1092.  It  was  so 
..        "^^^  Jien  the  traveller,  going  off  the  highway  to  shun  an  obstruc- 
^^   -^  ^  ^^^^  t  otherwise  passable,  foundered  in  a  pond.    Tisdale  v.  Norton, 
^^^^  «  388.     And  when  a  bridge  having  been  washed  away  and 
^^  *^^Tiilt,  the  traveller  attempted  to  cross  at  a  ford  not  in  the  ded- 
\q  ^  iiighway,  the  river  being  swollen.     Hyde  v.  Jamaica,  27  Vt. 

^'  '^^  ^^  ^.    The  mere  fact  that  a  bridge  is  impassable  will  not  justify 
»t(*'^<:  "^z^^iej.  \j^  attempting  to  ford  the  stream  under  circumstances  of 
"^^^j^^^.     Damages  accniing  from  this  source  are  not  the  proximate 
,^uences  of  a  failure  to  keep  the  bridge  in  repair.     Day  v. 
"^fiSsmany   1    Hun,    570 ;    4   T.    &    C.   122  ;    Jackson  v.    Greene 
fluntyy  76  N.  C.  282  ;  Famum  v.  Concord,  2  N.  H.  392. 

The  exception  to  the  report  of  the  referees  will  be  allowed,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the 
declaration,  affirmed. 

Vol.  XrjX  — 84 
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(18  Lea.  6(n.> 

Action  —  lawful  act  maliciously  done. 

No  action  lies  for  the  malicious  posting  of  a  notice  by  an  employer  forbidding* 
his  employees  to  trade  with  a  person  named  therein.* 

rP.HE  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

BIder  <&  White,  for  Payne. 

Cooke  &  CooJcBy  for  railroad  company. 

Ingersoll,  Sp.  J.  The  question  in  tliis  case  is  as  to  the  suffici- 
ency of  the  declaration.  The  Circuit  judge  sustained  the  demurrer 
and  dismissed  the  suit.  The  referees  recommend  reversal  of  the 
judgment.  The  suit  is  against  a  railroad  company  and  its  general 
agent,  and  the  declaration  of  plaintiff  is  as  follows: 

*'That  on  the  16th  day  of  February,  1883,  and  for  many  years 
})revious  thereto  and  continually  since,  plaintiff  has  been  engaged 
ill  business  as  a  merchant  in  Chattanooga,  Tennessee,  and  operating 
a  store  on  Market  street  at  and  near  the  depot,  car-shed,  railroad 
track  and  yard  of  the  defendant,  the  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad 
Company.  Plaintiff  has  at  all  times  sustained  a  good  character; 
and  by  close  attention  to  business,  and  honest  and  fair  dealing 
plaintiff  had,  on  the  16th  of  February,  1883,  built  up  and  fully  es- 
taljlished  a  large,  extensive  and  profitable  business;  the  defendant, 
the  Western  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  is  a  large  and  wealthy 
c<)r])oration,  operating  and  controlling  a  line  of  railroad  leading 
from  Chattiinooga,  Tennessee,  to  Atlanta,  Georgia.  That  said  cor- 
]>oration  employs  a  very  large  number  of  hands  both  in  and  out  of 
Cliattanooga;  there  arc  also  four  other  railroads  coming  into  Chat- 
tanooga, all  intimately  associated  with  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany in  business  relations.  Plaintiff's  store  is  located  nearly  in  the 
center  of  five  railroad  termini  leading  into  the  city.  Plaintiff  had 
built  up  and  was  enjoying,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  a  large, 
extensive  and  profitable  business  with  the  employees  of  all   the 

-'•■  ^i^o  Heywond  v.  TillHon  (75  Mo.  225),  46  Aui.    Rep.   873 ;  CheUey  v.  King  (74 
M«^  164),  48  .Km.  Rpp.  569. 
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aforesaid  railroads;  especially  wais  he  selling  many  goods  to  and 
doing  a  large  business  with  the  agents  and  employees  of  the  defend- 
ant railroad  company,  both  in  Chattanooga  and  along  the  line  of 
8aid  railroad;  he  had  also  built  up  a  large  trade  along  the  line  of 
said  railroad,  both  buying  and  selling  goods  to  persons  living  along 
the  line  of  said  road,  other  than  employees.  The  defendant,  J.  C. 
Anderson,  is  the  general  agent  of  the  defendant  railroad  company 
at  Chattanooga,  having  in  charge  and  controlling  the  employees  in 
Chattanooga,  Boyce  station  and  elsewhere  along  the  line  of  said 
railroad.  And  the  said  plaintiff  further  declares  that,  while  so  en- 
gaged in  his  legitimate  and  profitable  business  *  *  *  *  tij^ 
said  defendants  wickedly,  unlawfully,  fraudulently  and  maliciously 
conspired  and  confederated  together  out  of  malice,  ill-will  and 
wicked  feeling  to  break  up,  injure,  damage  and  ruin  plaintiff  in  his 
business,  and  to  that  end  and  for  that  purpose,  they,  the  said  de- 
fendants, on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  did  make,  publish  and 
cir(<ulate  the  following  scandalous  and  injurious  order,  threat,  com- 
mand and  paper  writing,  to- wit: 

February  1«,  1883. 

•'•  T.  Robinson,  Y.  M.  Any  employee  of  this  company  on  Chattanooga  pay- 
J^H  who  trades  with  L.  Payne  from  this  date  will  be  discharged.  Notify  all 
^^  your  department.  J.  C.  Anderson,  Agent. 

"^he  said  J.  T.  Kobinson  is  and  was  yard-master  in  the  employ  of 
^^  <iefendant  railroad  company,  controlling  and  having  under  him 
w-jg^e  number  of  hands.     Like  orders  and  commands  were  ad- 
-^-ssecj  and  sent  toother  heads  of  departments  of  said  railroad; 
*«SX  \.\\e  same  were  posted  and  published  by  defendants  and  read 
'^\ii  Viommented  upon  all  along  the  line  of  said  railroad  among  and 
^y  plaintiff's  patrons  and  customers.      Plaintiff  further  declares 
t^liat  by  reason  of  said  order  and  command,  and  other  means  used 
by  defendants,  he  was  brought  into  reproach,  disrepute,  suspicion 
and  distrust,  and  his  business  broken  up  and  ruined.     The  em- 
ployees of  the  defendant  railroad  company,  deterred  and  intimi- 
dated by  the  threat  contained  in  said  illegal  command  and  order, 
quit  trading  with  plaintiff  because  of  the  illegal  and  malicious  inter- 
ference, threats  and  combination  of  defendants,  and  his  business  far 
»4nd  near  has  been  greatly  damaged  and  ruined,  to  his  damage,"  etc. 
In  the  second  count  the  plaintiff  setting  forth,  as  in  the  first,  his 
lawful  and  lucrative  business  and  good  character  and  repute  as  a 
merchant,  and  the   power,  wealth  and  influence  of   the  railroad 
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company  and  its  employment  of  many  persons  who  traded  with 
him,  but  omitting  any  averment  of  Anderson's  agency,  complains 
that  *'  the  defendants  unlawfully,  wickedly,  wantonly,  maliciously 
and  out  of  their  malice  toward  him,  the  plaintiff,  undertook  by 
means  of  threats,  insinuation,  innuendoes,  slander  and  other  means 
to  oppress,  injure,  damage  and  ruin  plaintiff  in  his  legitimate  busi- 
ness and  destroy  his  character;  and  by  the  means  and  for  the  pur- 
pose aforesaid,  and  with  said  wicked  motive,  did  oppress,  injure, 
damage  and  ruin  plaintiff's  business,  character  and  reputation; 
that  the  said  defendants  threatened  among  other  things,  to  discharge 
any  of  the  employees  of  said  railroad  company  who  should  trade 
with  plaintiff,  and  this  was  published  far  and  near  by  defendants, 
whereby  not  only  said  employees  were  deterred  from  trading  with 
him,  but  he  was  brought  into  reproach,  disrepute  and  suspicion^ 
and  lost  his  other  trade  and  custom,"  etc. 

The  difference  between  the  two  counts  is:  First.  In  the  first 
Anderson  is  described  as  the  company's  agent,  and  in  the  second 
he  is  not.  Second.  In  the  first  the  posted  notice  is  set  out  ipsissi- 
mis  verbis,  while  in  the  second  its  publication  and  purport  are  al- 
leged in  general  terms. 

The  demurrer  of  defendants  contains  the  following  grounds  of 
objection  to  the  declaration: 

First.  Defendants  had  the  right  to  discharge  employees  because 
they  traded  with  plaintiff,  or  for  any  other  cause. 

Second.  If  they  had  no  such  right,  the  act  was  merely  a  breach 
of  the  contract  of  employment  for  which  plaintiff  had  no  right  of 
action. 

Third.  Plaintiff  had  no  vested  right  in  the  trade  of  defendants' 
employees;  wherefore  they  had  the  right  to  prefer  employment  by 
defendants  to  trading  with  plaintiff  and  consequently  to  withdraw 
their  tnide  from  him,  and  he  could  not  sue  defendants  therefor. 

Fourth.  The  order  complained  of  was  not  libellous  in  itse¥,,  nor 
is  it  nuide  so  by  innuendo,  nor  is  there  any  matter  alleged  which 
is  actionable. 

Fifth.  The  railroad  company  demurs  because  it  could  not  be  lia- 
ble for  the  unauthorized,  wrongful  act  of  its  agent,  Anderson,  not 
within  the  line  of  his  duty. 

Sixth.  Anderson  had  a  right  to  hire  and  discharge  employees 
without  direction  from  any  one,  and  for  any  wrong  done  defendants 
would  l)c  liable  only  to  the  employees  so  discharged. 
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The  only  distinctive  feature  of  the  last  ground  of  demurrer  seems 
to  be  the  assertion  of  Anderson's  right  to  hire  and  discharge  em- 
ployees without  direction  from  the  railroad  company,  the  latter 
i>art  asserting  the  limitation  of  liability  to  the  employee  for  wrong 
done  being  embi*aced  in  a  former  head  of  demurrer.  The  peculiar 
ground  relied  on  in  this  head  is  obnoxious  to  the  objection  that  it 
is  a  speaking  demurrer,  for  in  the  second  count  of  declaration  it 
does  not  appear  that  Anderson  was  even  the  agent  of  the  railroad 
company;  and  in  the  first,  though  the  agency  is  alleged  it  does  not 
Appear  that  he  possessed  the  extent  of  authority  asserted  for  him 
in  the  demurrer.  Wherein  it  is  peculiar  therefore  this  ground  of 
demurrer  is  not  well  taken. 

The  fifth  ground  above  set  forth  is  untenable  as  to  the  second 

count  because  of  the  absence  therefrom  of  any  allegation  of  the 

^gormy  of  Anderson;  and  as  to  the  first  count,  because  first,  instead 

of  ¥vanting  in  an  averment  of  the  authority  of  Anderaon  as  agent 

of  thkCi  company,  it  alleges  expressly  a  combination  and  conspiracy 

^t'^TGen  principal  and  agent  to  do  this  alleged  wrong  to  plaintiff, 

«uci    1*  participation  by  both  in  the  act  complained  of;  and  second, 

t'orj^o  rations  are  liable  for  the  tortious  acts  of  its  agents  within  the 

app^x-ient  scope  of  corporate  powers,  which  are  done  in  the  interest 

^^    iilie   corporation   and   in   pursuance  of  any  general  or  special 

anbhoxity.     Cooley  Torts,  119,  120. 

^^C3  objection  to  the  declaration  as  one  for  libel  or  slander  is  well 

^k^ii.       rpi^g  published  order  set  out  in  the  first  count  not  only 

coat;«.jiiQ  no  libellous  statement,  but  it  has  in  it  no  reference  even, 

airecst     or  indirect,    to  the   character  of   plaintiff.      There  is   no 

inni^^j-j^^  in  the  count  and  it  is  not  easy  to  see  what  statements  or 

roter-^Xices  therein  contained  would  support  one,  and  this  may  ex- 

pair^    its  absence.     Let  it  suffice  that  no  libel  or  slander  is  made 

^".    ^^^^'octly  or  by  imputation  even  in  the  count  which  sets  out  the 

^"  .  *-*^S-      The  second  count  bears  no  resemblance  to  a  declaration 

jn  ^  *>^1  or  slander.     It  sets  out  no  writing  or  spoken  words  even, 

^^^^X'ely  contains  a  general  charge  that  defendants  undertook  by 

^     ^^s    c>:f  "insinuations,  innuendos,  slander  and  other  means  to 

oppr-oss^    injure,"  etc.     Malice  is  freely  charged,  and  the  charge  is 

^'U.o:ntly  repeated  in  both  counts.      But  there  is  no  suggestion 

®y  ,      *^^    any  felse  statement  written  or  spoken  by  defendants  or 

^^     ^^     oi  them.     Without  this  of  course  no  action  for  libel  oi 

®  ^^  oan  be  maintained;  for  no  amount  of  malice  will  compen- 
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aate  for  the  absence  of  "falsehood  in  the  legal  requirements  of  this 
kind  of  action.  The  suit  is  not  maintainable  therefore  as  an  action 
of  libel  or  slander^  either  to  personal  character  or  business  reputa- 
tion. It  must  stand,  if  at  all,  upon  the  alleged  malicious  and  un- 
lawful conspiracy  and  combination,  and  wicked  conduct  of  defend- 
ants, for  the  purpose  and  with  the  effect  to  deprive  plaintiff  of  his 
customers,  and  thus  oppress,  injure  and  ruin  him  in  his  trade. 

This,  rather  than  libel  or  slander,  is  the  particular  wrong  and 
injury  specially  relied  on  by  plaintiff.  As  concisely  put  in  argu- 
ment by  his  counsel:  "  We  have  brought  a  suit  to  recover  damages 
because  defendants,  by  threats  and  intimidations,  prevented  people 
from  trading  at  our  store." 

The  full  scope  of.  his  argument  is: 

'^The  declaration  sets  up  that  plaintiff  was  pursuing  a  lawful 
business  —  that  of  a  merchant;  and  that  defendants,  out  of  malice 
and  ill-will  toward  him,  entered  into  an  unlawful  confederation 
and  conspiracy  to  break  him  up;  and  that  pursuant  to  such  unlaw, 
ful  purpose,  by  means  of  threats,  force  and  intimidation,  they  drove 
his  customers  from  him  and  succeeded  in  breaking  up  his  business." 

"  Ijawful  competition  is  allowed,  but  not  a  conspiracy  forcibly 
and  by  threats  and  intimidation  to  interfere  with  another's  legiti- 
mate business." 

"  The  good-will  of  a  business  is  the  subject  of  acquired  right 
and  can  be  bought  and  sold  as  other  property." 

''Defendants  not  only  maliciously  invaded  and  weakened  plaint- 
iffs legal  right  to  the  good-will  in  his  business,  but  by  their  threats, 
intimidation  and  force  destroyed  this  acquired  right." 

*'  He  who  invades,  weakens  or  destroys  a  legal  right  maliciously, 
fs  liable  in  damages  therefor. " 

** Every  malicious  act  is  wrongful  of  itself  in  the  eye  of  the  law; 
»*nd  if  it  cause  damage  or  hurt  to  another,  it  is  a  tort,  and  may  be 
made  the  foundation  of  an  action. " 

"When  a  violent  or  malicious  act  is  done  to  a  man's  occupation,  pro- 
fession or  way  of  getting  a  livelihood,  then  an  action  lies  in  all  cases." 

**  The  defendants  did  do  a  malicious,  injurious  act  to  plaintiff's 
occupation,  and  hence  they  are  liable." 

To  this  forcible  statement  of  plaintiff's  case,  defendant'^  answer 
in  effect  is:  We  have  a  right  to  employ  or  not  employ,  when  and 
whom  we  choose.  We  may  discharge  our  employees,  all  or  singly, 
whenever  wo  choose;  with  or  without  rejwon;  because  the v  trade 
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with  plaintiff  or  do  not  trade  with  him;  and  if  the  empldyees  are 
injured  or  wronged  thereby,  they  may  sne;  but  plaintiff  cannot. 
It  is  purely  a  matter  of  contract  between  the  company  and  its  em- 
ployees; and  if  a  contract  has  been  broken  only  a  party  to  the  con- 
tract, or  one  in  privity,  can  sue  for  its  breach.  Plaintiff  shows  no 
such  privity,  and  therefore  cannot  maintain  this  action,  unless  de- 
fendant has  done  some  unlawful  act,  which  caused  the  injury 
complained  of;  the  only  act  complained  of  is  the  notice  to 
hands  that  they  will  be  discharged  if  they  trade  with  plaintiff. 
This  being  merely  the  exercise  of  an  undoubted  right  by  defend- 
ant, cannot  give  plaintiff  a  right  of  action,  even  though  the 
act  was  maliciously  done,  and  the  plaintiff  suffered  injury 
therefrom;  because  malice  does  not  furnish  ground  for  civil 
action.  Wrongful  acts  alone  are  actionable.  And  as  to  the 
conspiracy  alleged,  though  it  may  be  actionable,  it  does  not  be- 
lK3Come  so  until  some  wrongful  act  is  done  under  it;  and  since ^ho 
only  act  alleged  here  is  not  unlawful,  but  permissible  to  defendant, 
this  action  is  not  maintainable  for  conspiracy,  for  want  of  the 
wrongful  act  done  under  it;  lacking  this,  the  suit  must  fail,  though 
there  be  a  conspiracy  and  malice  toward  the  plaintiff,  and  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  and  of  the  lawful  act  of  defendants  thereunder, 
plaintiff  lost  his  customers  and  profits,  and  so  failed  in  his  business- 

Plaintiff  in  reply  to  this,  besides  asserting  the  correctness  of  his 
original  position,  denies  that  the  defendants  had  the  right  to  dis- 
charge or  threaten  to  discharge  employees  for  trading  with  him, 
because  the  concession  of  such  authority  and  its  exercise  by  strong 
corporations  and  large  manufacturers  would  unfairly  defeat  and 
destroy  competition,  and  tend  to  create  monopoly  in  trade  ;  whereas 
the  law  should  discourage  the  latter  and  foster  the  former.  Plaint- 
iff also  insists,  that  while  our  decisions  furnish  no  precedent  for  his 
suit,  and  we  have  no  statute  whatever  upon  the  subject,  the  cases 
cited  by  Mr.  Addison  in  the  first  volume  of  his  work  on  Torts, 
chapter  1,  section  1,  afford  abundant  authority  for  this  action. 

The  novelty,  interest  and  importance  of  the  questions  demand 
a  careful  examination  of  the  cases  and  the  principles  involved. 
The  case  turns  upon  the  common  law.  The  first  question  is:  Is 
it  unlawful  for  one  person,  or  a  number  of  persons  in  conspiracy,  to 
threaten  to  discharge  employees  if  they  trade  with  a  certain  mer- 
chant? Would  it  be  unlawful  to  discharge  them  for  such  reason? 
If  not,  it  surely  would  not  ha  unlawful  to  "  threaten  "  it. 
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If  the  employees  are  engaged  for  fixed  terms,  it  may  be  assumed 
that  a  discharge  by  the  employer  for  such  a  reason  would  be  unwar- 
ranted^ and  would  give  the  employee  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract. But  no  one  else,  except  a  privy,  could  complain  of  the 
breach  of  contract,  and  the  ground  of  the  employee's  action  would 
be  the  refusal  of  the  employer  to  pay  him  for  the  period  promised 
in  the  contract  of  service.  If  the  service  is  terminable  at  the  option 
of  either  party,  it  is  plain  no  action  would  be  even  to  the  employee; 
for  either  party  may  terminate  the  service,  for  any  cause,  good  or 
bad,  or  without  cause,  and  the  other  cannot  complain  in  law. 
IVf  uch  less  could  a  stranger  complain.  No  action  could  accrue 
either  to  employee  or  stranger  for  breach  of  contract;  for  no  contract 
is  broken.  If  the  act  is  unlawful  it  must  be  on  other  grounds  than 
breach  of  contract,  as  that  it  unjustly  deprives  plaintiff  of  custom- 
ers and  trade  to  which  his  fair  dealing  entitles  him,  and  thus  de- 
stroys his  business. 

For  any  one  to  do  this  without  cause  is  censurable  and  unjust. 
But  is  it  legally  wrong?  Is  it  unlawful?  May  I  not  refuse  to  trade 
with  any  one?  May  I  not  forbid  my  family  to  trade  with  any  one? 
May  I  not  dismiss  my  domestic  servant  for  dealing,  or  even  visiting, 
where  I  forbid?  And  if  my  domestic,  why  not  my  farm-hand,  or 
my  mechanic,  or  teamster?  And  if  one  of  them,  then  why  not  all 
four?  And  if  all  four,  why  not  a  hundred  or  a  thousand  of  them? 
I'he  principle  is  not  changed  or  affected  by  the  number.  And  if  it 
were,  who  should  say  how  many  it  would  be  lawful  and  how  many 
unlawful  to  forbid?  Nor  can  it  be  better  determined  by  effect  than 
by  number.  To  keep  away  one  customer  might  not  perceptibly 
affect  the  merchant's  trade;  deprived  of  a  hundred  of  them,  he 
might  fail  in  business.  On  the  contrary,  my  own  dealings  may  be 
HO  important  that  if  I  cease  to  trade  with  him,  he  must  close  his 
doors.  Shall  my  act  in  keeping  away  a  hundred  of  my  employees 
be  unlawful,  because  it  breaks  up  the  merchant's  business,  and  yet 
it  be  lawful  for  me  to  accomplish  the  same  result  by  withholding 
my  own  custom? 

Obviously  the  law  can  adopt  and  maintain  no  such  standards  for 
judging  human  conduct;  and  men  must  be  left  without  interference 
to  buy  and  sell  where  they  please,  and  to  discharge  or  retain  em- 
ployees at  will  for  good  cause  or  for  no  cause,  or  even  for  bad  cause, 
without  thereby  being  guilty  of  an  unlawful  act  per  se.  It  is  a 
right  which  an  employee  may  exercise  in  the  same  way,  to  the  same 
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extent,  for  the  same  cause  or  want  of  cause  as  the  employer.     He 
may  refuse  to  work  for  a  man  or  company,  that  trades  with  any 
ohnoxious  person,  or  does  other  things  which  he  dislikes.     He  may 
l)er8uade  his  fellows,  and  the  employer  may  lose  all  his  hands  and 
^)e  compelled  to  close  his  doore;  or  he  may  yield  to  the  demand 
a  ml  withdraw  his  custom  or  cease  his  dealings,  and   the  obnoxious 
i>erson  be  thus  injured  or  wrecked  in  business.     Can  it  be  pretended 
tiiat  for  this  cither  of  the  injured  parties  has  a  right  of  action 
Against  the  employees  ?     Great  loss  may  result,  indeed  has  often 
resulted  from  such  condnct ;  but  loss  alone  gives  no  right  of  action. 
^rreat  corporations,  strong  associations,   and  wealthy  individualfl 
may  thus  do  great  mischief  and  wrong;  may  make  and  break  mer- 
chants at  will;  may  crush  out  competition,  and  foster  monopolies, 
and  thus  greatly  injure  individuals  and  the  public;  but  power  is 
inherent  in  sjze  and  strength  and  wealth;  and  the  law  cannot  set 
hound  to  it,  unless  it  is  exercised  illegaUy.     Then  it  is  restrained 
^luse  of  its  illegality,  not  because  of  its  quantity  or  quality.     The 
.?reat  and  rich  and  powerful  are  guaranteed  the  same  liberty  and 
privilege  as  the  poor  and  weak.     All  may  buy  and  sell  when  they 
^l»oo8e;  they  may  refuse  to  employ  or  dismiss  whom  they  choose, 
without  being  thereby   guilty  of  a  legal   wrong,  though  it  may 
**eriou8ly  injure  and  even  ruin  others. 

.    ^ilroad  corporations  have  in  this  matter  the  same  right  en- 

^y^d  by  manufacturers,  merchants,  lawyers  and  farmers.     All  may 

^^^88  their  employees  at  will,  be  they  many  or  few,  for  good 

^S^^  JTor  no  cause,  or  even  for  cause  morally  wrong,  without  being 

^4i^^^^y  guilty  of  legal  wrong.     A  fortiori  they  may  ^*  threaten  '*  to 

^^•^^v**^^^;ge  them  without  thereby  doing  an  illegal  act,  per  se.     The 

^^f^cioxit  and  conclusive  answer  to  the  many  plausible  arguments 

to  t^o   oontrary,  portraying  the  evil  to  workmen  and  to  others  from 

tbeex:ercise  of  such  authority  by  the  great  and  strong,  is:     They 

}iiive  tile  right  to  discharge  their  employees.     The  law  cannot  com- 

}^\  t\\em  to  employ  workmen,  nor  to  keep  them  employed.    If  they 

V»t^aV  contracts  with  workmen  they  are  answerable  only  to  them; 

\'  v\\  the  act  of  discharging  them  they  break  no  contract,  then  no 

owv?  i?an  sue  for  loss  suffered  thereby.     Trade  is  free,  so  is  employ- 

A\xv'iAt,    The  law  leaves  employer  and  employee  to  make  their  own 

vimtracts;  and  these,  when  made,  it  will  enforce;  beyond  this  it  does 

T^ot  go.    Either  the  employer  or  employee  may  terminate  the  re- 

kti^^x  at  will,  and  the  law  will  not  interfere,  except  for  contrae'' 
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broken.  This  secures  to  all  civil  and  indnstrial  liberty.  A  con- 
trary rule  would  lead  to  a  judicial  tyranny  as  arbitrary,  irtesponsi- 
ble  and  intolerable  as  that  exercised  by  Scroggs  and  Jeffreys. 

But  plaintiff  says  that  the  defendants  wickedly  and  msdiciously 
combined  and  confederated  for  the  unlawful  purpose  of  causing 
plaintiff's  customers,  by  means  of  threats  and  intimidation,  to  leave 
off  trading  with  him;  and  that  the  unlawful  purpose  was  accom- 
plished by  these  means,  and  thus  plaintiff's  business  was  ruined  and 
lie  caused  to  suffer  great  pecuniary  loss;  and  he  urges  that  defend- 
ants are  liable  in  damages  therefor,  because  every  act  done  fraudu- 
lently or  maliciously,  and  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  effect  of 
injuring  another  in  his  lawful  business  gives  good  cause  of  action ; 
and  so  the  referees  have  reported;  and  therefore  they  recommend 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment  sustaining  the  demurrer. 

If  defendants,  by  means  of  *•  threats  and  intimidation,"  have 
driven  away  plaintiff's  customers  and  thus  destroyed  his  trade,  they 
have  injured  him  by  an  unlawful  act,  and  are  liable  to  him  in  dama- 
ges whether  they  did  it  wickedly  and  maliciously  or  not.  For  it  is 
unlawful  to  threaten  and  intimidate  one's  customers;  and  the  loss 
of  trade  is  the  natural  and  proximate  result  of  such  acts.  But 
"threats  and  intimidations"  must  be  taken  in  their  legal  sense. 
Til  law  a  threat  is  a  declaration  of  an  intention  or  determination  to 
injure  another  by  the  commission  of  some  unlawful  act;  and  an 
intimidation  is  the  act  of  making  one  timid  or  fearful  by  such  dec- 
lamtion.  If  the  act  intended  to  be  done  is  not  unlawful,  then  the 
(leclamtion  is  not  a  threat  in  law,  and  the  effect  thereof  is  not  in- 
timidation in  a  legal  sense.  So  too  of  the  alleged  conspiracy.  A 
consi)iracy  is  an  agreement  between  two  or  more  persons  to  do  an 
unlawful  act.  If  the  act  to  be  done  is  not  unlawful  then  the  agree- 
ment or  combination  is  not  a  conspiracy.  The  question  then  is, 
what  were  the  acts  done,  or  intended  or  agreed  to  be  done,  by  which 
the  trading  was  prevented  ? 

In  the  second  count,  which  plaintiff  specially  relies  on  to  sustain 
this  view  of  his  case,  after  charging  generally  the  use  of  threats 
and  intimidation,  he  specifies  as  follows:  '*The  said  defendants 
threatened  among  other  things  to  discharge  any  man  in  the  employ 
of  said  railroad  company  who  should  trade  with  plaintiff,  and  this 
threat  wjis  published,"  etc.  This  is  the  only  "threat  or  intimida- 
tion "  specified.  But  this  act  was  not  unlawful  as  we  have  seen, 
and  \i)  denounce  a  determination  to  do  it  and  thus  deter  customers 
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from  trading  with  plaintiff,  was  not  '*  threat  or  intimidation  ^'  in  a 
legal  sense.  From  this  it  is  fairly  inferable  that  in  this  count  as  in 
the  first,  plaintiff,  though  he  uses  the  general  terms  "  unlawful 
and  malicious  threats,"  refers  only  to  the  so-called  **  threat "  to 
discharge  employees,  and  rests  his  case  upon  it.  Presumably  he  has 
particularized  the  most  wrongful  act,  or  at  the  most  the  other 
^*  unlawful  and  malicious  acts "  are  of  the  same,  and  no  worse 
character  than  that  specified.  This  act,  he  says,  was  done  by  the 
defendants  wickedly  and  maliciously  with  the  intent  and  effect  of 
breaking  up  his  business. 

The  question  then  is,  is  an  act  not  unlawful  rendered  actionable 
to  the  one  suffering  injury  therefrom,  because  it  is  committed  will- 
fully, wickedly  and  maliciously,  and  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy 
to  do  the  injury  suffered?  Does  one  render  himself  liable  in  dama- 
ges for  maliciously  and  wickedly  exercising  his  rights  or  denouncing 
his  intention  of  so  doing,  if  thereby  ho  i.  ./ires  another? 

The  cases  relied  on  by  plaintiff,  cited  by  Mr.  Addison  in  his 
work  on  Torts,  sections  20,  22,  where  tenants  were  driven  away 
from  holdings,  scholars  frightened  from  school,  persons  prevented 
from  trading  at  one's  store  or  with  his  vessel,  buyers  and  workmen 
driven  from  a  quarry,  do  not  serve  as  precedents,  for  the  reason 
that  in  all  of  them  the  defendants  either  committed  or  threatened 
unlawful  acts.  In  most  of  them  violence  was  used  or  menaced;  in 
some,  statutory  misdemeanors  were  committed,  in  others  fraud* 
duress  or  libel  was  resorted  to.  This  relieved  the  cases  of  the  diflB- 
culty  or  doubt  which  exists  in  this,  where  there  is  no  libel,  violence 
or  broken  statute.  In  section  40  however  it  is  declared  broadly, 
that  '*  every  malicious  act  is  wrongful  in  itself  in  the  eye  of  the  law, 
and  if  it  causes  hurt  or  damage  to  another  it  is  a  tort,  and  may  be 
made  the  foundation  of  an  action."  Upon  this  plaintiff  relies,  and 
upon  it  the  referees  have  based  their  report;  and  if  this  broad  etate- 
ment  contains  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law,  they  are  right,  and 
the  demurrer  should  be  overruled;  for  the  declaration  abounds  in 
charges  of  malice  and  wrong.     But  is  this  the  law  ? 

To  answer  this  correctly  it  must  firat  be  understood  what  is 
meant  by  '•  malicious  act. "  In  common  parlance  it  is  an  act  pro- 
ceeding from  hatred  or  ill-will,  or  dictated  by  malice,  or  done  with 
wicked  or  mischievous  intentions  or  motives.  But  surely  this  can- 
not be  the  sense  in  which  the  phrase  is  employed  by  Addison;  for 
if  it  were,  then  my  neighbor  would  be  liable  to  me,  if  from  ill-will 
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or  wicked  motive  he  refused  to  let  me  get  water  at  his  spring;  or  to 
make  a  road  for  myself  across  his  farm,  or  locked  his  pump  or  his 
gate  against  me,  or  built  a  fence  on  his  own  land  across  my  path; 
or  built  his  store  or  shop  or  a  high  fence  on  his  own  land  in  such 
close  proximity  to  my  windows  as  to  exclude  light  and  view;  or 
digged  on  his  lot  below  the  foundation  of  my  house  so  as  to  en- 
danger it.  It  is  unreasonable  that  actions  should  be  maintained 
for  any  of  these  things.  For  though  my  neighbor  is  causing  me 
hurt,  and  that  too  from  wicked  motives,  and  is  thus  violating  the 
moral  law,  he  is  only  exercising  his  undoubted  right  to  use  his  own 
for  himself  and  deny  me  all  privilege  in  it;  and  this  the  law  does 
not  punish  as  has  been  often  ruled  in  courts  of  the  highest  character. 
Story  V.  Odin,  12  Mass.  157;  Mahan  v.  Brown,  13  Wend.  261; 
Auburn  and  Cato  Railroad  Company  y.  Douglass,^  N.  Y.  447;  LasaJa 
V.  Holbrook,  4  Paige,' 169;  Thurston  v.  Hancock,  12  Mass.  220. 

Judge  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Torts,  page  278,  says:  "  It  is  a 
imrt  of  every  man's  civil  rights  that  he  be  at  liberty  to  refuse  busi- 
ness relations  with  any  person  whomsoever,  whether  the  refusal  rests 
upon  reason,  or  is  tlie  result  of  whim,  caprice,  prejudice  or  malice. 
With  his  reasons  neither  the  public  nor  third  persons  have  any  legal 
concern.'*  And  again  on  page  688:  "  The  exercise  by  one  of  his 
legal  right  cannot  be  a  legal  wrong  to  another.  ♦  *  ♦  What- 
ever one  has  a  right  to  do  another  can  have  no  right  to  complain 
of. "    This  he  considers  a  mere  truism. 

Baron  Parke  said  in  Stevenson  v.  Netvnham,  13  0.  B.  285:  **  An 
iict  which  does  not  amount  to  a  legal  injury  cannot  be  actionable 
because  it  is  done  with  a  bad  intent."  And  Judge  Black,  in  Jeiikins 
V.  Fowler,  24  Peun.  St.  308,  declares:  "Any  transaction  which 
would  be  lawful  and  proper,  if  the  parties  were  friends,  cannot  be 
made  the  foundation  of  action  merely  because  they  happened  to  be 
enemies.  As  long  as  a  man  keeps  himself  within  the  law  by  doing 
no  act  which  violates  it  we  must  leave  his  motives  to  Him  who 
searches  the  heart."  Judge  Cooper,  m  accordance  with  these 
views,  has  declared  in  Macey  v.  VhildresSy  2  Tenn.  Ch.  442:  "  It  is 
no  defense  to  a  legal  demand  instituted  m  the  mode  prescribed  by 
law  that  the  plaintiff  is  actuated  by  improper  motives.  The 
motive  of  a  suitor  cannot  be  inquired  into.  Were  it  otherwise 
nearly  every  suit  would  degenerate  into  a  wrangle  over  motives  and 
feelings.-'  The  question  was  ably  argued  and  received  elaborate 
consideration  in  the  Supreme  Court  oi  Maine  in  the  recent  case  of 
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Heywood  v.  TUlson,  76  Me.  225;  s.  c,  46  Am.  Rep.  373;  wherein 
it  was  decided  without  dissent  that  no  action  lies  by  the  owner  of 
a  house  against  one  who  maliciously  refuses  to  employ  any  tenant 
of  such  house  and  thus  prevents  the  renting.  Indeed  the  contrary 
ruling  would  lead  to  evils  innumerable.  It  would  be  unendurable 
that  our  courts  of  law  should  be  perverted  to  the  trial  of  the  mo- 
tives of  men  who  confessedly  had  done  no  unlawful  act.  It  is 
suggestive  of  the  days  of  **  constructive  treason." 

XTpou  both  reason  and  authority  it  seems  obvious  therefore  that 
the  phrase  **  malicious  act "  cannot  be  used  by  Mr.  Addison  in  this 
^•onnection  in  the  popular  signification  as  understood  and  applied 
^y  the  referees  in  this  case;  or  if  so  used  by  him  it  is  not  a  correct 
'Statement  of  the  law. 

In  another  sense  it  is  correct.     Prof.  Qreenleaf  in  his  second 

voiume  on  Evidence,  section  453  (2),  thus  defines  a  malicious  act: 

**In  a  legal  sense  any  unlawful  act,  done  willfully  and  purposely  to 

^4e  injury  of  another  is  as  against  that  person,  malicious."     To 

'^eteriiiine  then  whether  a  '*  malicious  act"  is  ''wrongful,"  in  the 

^^l     eensc   and   therefore   actionable,    we   must    first  determine 

''^iethor  it  is  unlawful.     But  if  unlawful  and  injurious  it  is  action- 

'*^fe>    irrespective  of  the   motive;  and  whether  malicious  or  not,  if 

'Jot  lin^Qawful  and  injurious,  then  it  is  not  actionable  even  thougli 

^Ucious  and  wicked. 

^**^ixitiff  appeals  with  confidence  to  the  legal  maxim:  There  is 
no  vex-ong  without  its  remedy.     Par  be  it  from  us  to  shake  the  pub- 
lic a,rx<^  professional  confidence   in   this  venerable  maxim  of  the 
^"^^*^li  common  law.     Its  influence  has  long  been  and  will  long 
contit^^^g  most  wholesome  in  preventing  the  private  redress  of  real 
iinu  irxxaginary  wrongs.     But  as  it  is  a  legal  maxim  it  must  ho 
takeix      £j^  ^  legal  sense.     So  taken  it  can  obviously  mean  no  more 
tiiiiiv  fcl^at  there  is  a  legal  remedy  for  every  legal  wrong,  i.  e.,  every 
n\]ury   suffered  as  the  consequence  of  an  unlawful  act  or  a  lawful 
uctcloxie  in  an  unlawful  manner.     Neither  is  shown  hero.     l)e- 
foiul;^^!-^  have  merely  warned  their  employees  not  to   trade  with 
]'i.'ii\t  ifj.  ji  ^l^^,y  ^l^^  |.jj^y  must  give  up  their  employment.     They 
^^^^^^  t\i^  right  to  discharge  them  on  this  ground;  it  was  not  unlaw- 
>    ,   ^^*'    big^ly    proper    therefore    to    give    them    warning    of 
Xue\r    intention.       The     manner    of    giving    the    warning    w:us 
uv)t  unlawful  or  evc^u   censurable.       The  posted  notice  contained 
uo  word    of    sl:uider,    libel    or   roproach    upon    the    character   of 
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plaintiff ; :  no  charge  or  insinuation  that  he  was  dishonest  or  un- 
fair  in  his- dealing.  Omitting  any  attack  on  plaintiff's  character  as 
a  man  or  trader,  defendants,  in  the  usual  manner,  and  in  a  few 
harnttess  words,  told  its  employees  to  stop  trading  with  him  or  they 
nnist  stop  working  for  them.  The  common  law  does  not  forbid 
such  an  act^  nor  has  our  legislature  yet  endeavored  to  make  such 
an  act  unlawful  by  statute,  as  has  been  done  in  some  of  the  States, 
and  probably  in  England.  No  legal  wrong  has  been  done  ;  there- 
fore there  is  no  legal  remedy.  For  the  moral  wrong  of  the  act,  if 
there  be  any,  defendants  may  be  called  to  account  in  another 
tribunal.  Courts  administering  the  civil  law  cannot  punish  sin  or 
wickedness  unless  it  be  committed  in  violation  of  the  civil  law, 
which  is  the  measure  of  their  jurisdiction. 

Nor  will  the  maxim  *'  siv  utere  tuo,  ut  alienum  non  Imdas'^  aid 
the  plaintiff  in  his  contention.  As  commonly  translated,  **So 
use  your  own  as  not  to  injure  another's,"  it  is  doubtless  an  ortho- 
dox moral  precept  ;  and  in  the  law  too  it  finds  frequent  applica- 
tion to  the  use  of  surface  and  running  water,  and  indeed  generally 
to  casements  and  servitudes.  But  strictly  even  then  it  can  mean 
only  :  *'  So  use  your  own  that  you  do  no  legal  damage  to  another's." 
I^gal  damage,  actionable  injury,  results  only  from  an  unlawful 
act.  This  maxim  also  assumes,  that  the  injury  results  from  an 
-  unlawful  act,  and  paraphrased  means  no  more  than  :  "  Thou  shalt 
not  interfere  with  the  legal  rights  of  another  by  the  commission  of 
an  unlawful  act,"  or  **  Injury  from  an  unlawful  act  is  actionable." 
This  affords  no  aid  in  this  case  in  determining  whether  the  act 
complained  of  is  actionable,  that  is,  unlawful.  It  amounts  to  no 
more  than  the  truism  :  An  unlawful  act  is  unlawful.  This  is  a 
mere  begging  of  tlie  question  ;  it  assumes  the  very  point  in  con- 
troversy, and  cannot  be  taken  as  a  ralio  decidendi, 

A  majority  of  the  court  therefore  conclude  that  the  act  done,  t. 
e.y  the  publication  of  the  notice  that  the  company  would  discharge 
(employees  who  traded  with  plaintiff,  was  not  an  unlawful  threat  nor 
an  unlawful  act ;  was  not  a  libel  ;  and  though  done  wickedly  and 
maliciously,  and  in  pursuance  of  a  wicked  design,  is  still  not  action- 
able, because  it  was  not  an  unlawful  act,  nor  an  act  done  in  an  un- 
lawful manncM*. 

The  report  of  the  referees  will  therefore  be  set  aside,  and  the 
judgment  t)f  the  Circuit  Court  affirmed. 

Freeman  and  Tirner,  JJ.,  dissented. 
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Vendor  arid  purchaser  —  ^eetmefU. 

Ejeetment  will  lie  against  one  in  possession  of  land  under  a  contract  of  pnncbaae, 
who  refuses  fully  to  perform  on  hip  part.* 

EJECTMENT.     The  head-note  states  the  point.     The  plaintiff 
had  judgment  below. 

M,  A .  Luce  and  Will  M.  Smith,  for  appellant. 

Leach  dt  Parker,  for  respondent. 

McKee,  J.  [Omitting  statements.]  By  consent,  the  issues  in 
the  action  at  law  and  in  the  cross-action  in  equity  were  tried 
together.  At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  rested  his  case  upon  proof 
which  established  a  legal  title  in  himself  to  the  lands  in  dispute, 
possessioii  by  the  defendant  at  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  an  absolute  refusal  by  the  defendant  to  comply  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  agreements  of  purchase,  under  which  he  was 

♦  See  Ticpmdn  v.  Hmdey  (24  Oratt.  512),  18  Am.  Rep.  661  ;  Horrift  v    Frifih 
(49  X  T.  24).  10  Am.  Hep.  318 
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in  possession,  or  to  quit  and  surrender  possession  to  the  plaintifL 
When  the  plaintiff  rested  the  defendant  moved  for  nonsuit,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  proofs  and  the  pleadings  in  the  case  showed 
that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  under  contracts  of  purchase 
which  had  been  in  part  performed.  The  motion  was  denied,  and 
that  ruling  is  also  assigned  as  error. 

But  the  ruling  was  correct,  because  the  legal  title  to  the  landt^ 
l>eing  in  the  plaintiff,  he  was  in  law  entitled  to  judgment,  unless 
the  agreements  of  purchase  under  which  the  defendant  entered  and 
was  in  possession  gave  him  an  equitable  right  to  the  possession. 
But  according  to  the  plaintiff's  proofs,  that  right  had  ceased  U* 
exist,  because  the  defendant  had  I'efused  to  comply  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  agreements,  and  repudiated  them.  A  vendee 
in  possession  of  land  cannot  repudiate  his  contract  of  purchase 
and  at  the  same  time  hold  the  possession  under  it  and  by  virtue  of 
it.  A  repudiated  contract  is  no  protection  to  an  intending  vendet* 
in  possession  against  the  legal  title.  If  the  defendant  denied  repu- 
<liation  and  relied  upon  readiness  and  ability  to  perform,  which  was 
prevented  by  the  plaintiff,  or  an  offer  to  perform  which  was  rejected, 
those  were  matters  in  defense  to  the  action  at  law,  or  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  court,  sitting  as  a  court  in  equity,  in  the  equitable 
cross-action.  Clark  v.  Locktvood,  21  Cal.  220;  Meador  v.  Parsons, 
19  id.  294;  Lestrade  v.  Barth,  id.  666;  Cadiz  v.  Majors,  33  id.  288; 
McCauUy  v.  FuUon,  44  id.  356;  Torrtiey  v.  Trwe,  45  id.  105;  Ken- 
yon  V.  Quinn,  41  id.  325. 

Upon  the  trial  the  court  found  that  defendant  had  never  per- 
furmod,  or  in  good  faith  offered  to  perform,  either  of  the  agree- 
ments, according  to  their  terms  and  conditions;  that  he  had  not  been 
I  )re  vented  from  performance  by  any  act  of  the  plaintiff;  that  plaint- 
iff had  tendered  a  deed  and  demanded  performance,  but  defendant 
lijid  absolutely  refused;  and  that  both  he  and  Wheeler  had  wholly 
failed  and  refused  to  perform  the  agreements  or  any  part  thereof, 
except  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  about  136  sacks  of  wheat,  of  tlie 
average  weight  of  135  pounds  each,  which  the  plaintiff  received 
from  them  in  the  fall  of  1880,  and  because  of  the  delivery  to  the 
plaintiff  of  that  quantity  of  wheat,  in  part  performance  of  the 
aii^rocmeuts,  and  of  the  entry  and  possession  by  the  defendant  under 
the  agreements,  it  is  contended  that  ejectment  is  not  maintainable 
In  the  plaintiff  as  vendor,  against  his  vendee  in  possession,  who  has 
refused  to  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  agreements. 
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or  to  quit  and  surrender  possession  of  the  lands;  and  that  his  only 
remedy  is  in  equity  to  foreclose  his  vendor's  lien  for  the  purchase 
money.      Willis  v.  Wozencrafl,  22  Cal.  614,  and  Bohall  v.  Diller, 
41  id.  532,  are  cited  to  sustain  the  contention.     But  neither  of  those 
cases  is  analogous  to  the  case  in  hand,  nor  does  either  sustain  the 
contention  of  the  appellant.     In  Willis  v.   Wozencrafl^  the  vendor 
and  vendee  had  been  in  possession  in  common,  each   '*  having  a 
*full  right'  to  an  undivided  half  of  the  rents  and  profits."     Being 
thus  in  possession,  the  vendee  agreed  to  purchase  the  undivided 
interest  of  bis  co-tenant,  who  bad  the  legal  title  to  the  entire  estate 
ill  his  name,  and  took  from  him  a  bond  for  a  deed,  upon  payment^ 
of  the  purchase-money,  in  which  it  was  especially  stipulated  that 
the  vendee  had  the  right  of  possession  to  an  undivided  one-half  of 
the  premises.     Against  the  vendee  thus  in  possession  in  his  own 
right,  and  under  the  contract  of  purchase,  a  grantee  of  the  vendor 
brought  ejectment,  solely  upon  the  ground  that  he  bad  acquired 
the  legal  title  to  the  land.     But  before  suit  she  had  made  no  de- 
maud  to  be  let  into  possession  of  ber  share  with  the  defendant,  and 
there  was  no  proof  in  the  case  of  any  special  facts  tending  to  show 
iMtber  an  actual  or  constructive  ouster  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  was 
there  any  evidence  tending  to  show  the  tender  of  a  deed  and  de- 
mand and  refusal  to  pay  the  purchase-money  after  it  became  due, 
or  that  the  purchase-money  had  not  been  paid,  or  that  the  defend- 
ant had  abandoned  the  purchase,  or  refused  to  complete  it  accord- 
ing" to  the  terms  of  his  contract.     The  defendant  had  therefore 
tlone  nothing  to  forfeit  the  benefit  of  his  contract;  and  being  right- 
fully in  possession  under  his  equitable  title,  he  could  not  be  dis- 
turbed. 

The  defendant  in  Bohall  v.  Diller,  has  also  entered  into  possession 
*^f  the  land  in  dispute  under  a  contract  of  purchase.     The  purchase- 
^laney  had  become  due  and  was  unpaid  at  the  commencement  of 
^he    action,  and   relying  solely  upon  that  fact,  the  vendor,  without 
buving-  put  the  vendee  in  default,  brought  a  i>ecnliar  action  against 
^ue  vendee,  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  breach  of  the  contract, 
possession  of  the  land,  and  also  the  purchase -money.     But  the  Su- 
preme Court  held  that  he  could  not  recover  damages,  because  he  had 
not    alleged  any;  nor  the  purchase-money,  because  although  it  had 
f^ecome  due  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, yet  as  there  was  no 
^VVegatioii  of  tender  of  a  deed  and  of  demand  and  refusal  to  pay,  the 
ixexenaant  was  not  in  fault;  nor  eould  he  recover  tlie  land,  because 
Vol.  XLIX-    86 
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there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  contract  had  been 
rescinded  by  the  parties;  therefore  the  right  of  possession  was  in 
the  defendant  and  must  prevail. 

The  doctrine  deducible  from  those  cases^  as  well  as  from  others  in 
this  State,  is  that  ejectment  is  not  maintainable  by  a  vendor  of  real 
property  against  his  vendee  in  jjossession  under  an  executory 
contract  of  sale,  who  is  not  in  default  in  the  performance  of  his 
contract,  or  who  has  performed  it  and  is  in  a  position  to  demand 
a  deed,  or  who  seasonably  and  in  good  faith  offers  to  comply  with 
the  terms  of  his  purchase,  and  continues  ready  to  comply  with  them. 
To  a  vendee  in  possession  under  such  circumstances  the  contract 
will  avail  him  as  an  equitable  defense  to  an  action  of  ejectment 
brought  against  him  by  his  vendor,  or  as  a  cross-action  in  equity  to 
enforce  a  trust  against  his  vendor,  or  to  obtain  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract.  Love  v.  Watkins,  40  Cal.  548;  Oerdes  v. 
Moody,  41  id.  336;  Talbert  v.  Singleton,  42  id.  395;  Willis  v. 
Wozencrafiy  and  Bohall  v.  Diller,  supra  ;  C.  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Muddy  59 
Cal.  585.  But  if  after  maturity  of  the  purchase-money  the  vendor 
tenders  a  deed,  and  demands  payment,  which  the  vendee  refuses  to 
make,  or  if  the  vendee  has  abandoned  the  purchase,  and  repudiates 
the  title  of  his  vendor,  in  such  case  the  vendee  forfeits  the  benefit 
of  the  contract,  and  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  it  as  a  defense  to 
an  action  of  ejectment  by  his  vendor  {Pearls  v.  Covillaud,  6  Cal. 
()17;  Whittier  v.  Stege,  61  id.  239;  Thorite  v.  Hammond,  46  id. 
530);  nor  by  way  of  a  cross-action  for  specific  performance.  For 
it  is  well  settled  that  a  court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  its  judi- 
cial discretion,  will  not  decree  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  land  in  favor  of  a  pai'ty,  who  by  his  own  negligence  or 
default,  has  prevented  or  unreasonably  delayed  the  full  execution 
of  the  contract  Conrad  v.  Lindley,  2  Cal.  173;  Brown  v.  Covil- 
laud, 6  id.  566;  Green  v.  Covillaud,  10  id.  317;  Willard  v.  Tayloe, 
8  Wall.  557. 

That  was  the  position  of  the  defendant  on  his  cross-complaint. 
By  his  own  showing  he  abandoned  the  purchase  of  one  of  the  con- 
tracts, and  disclaimed  the  title  of  his  vendor;  but  having  entered 
into  possession  under  the  title  and  in  subordination  to  it,  he  wag 
estopped  from  denying  it.  Hoen  v.  Simmonds,  1  Cal.  119;  Salmon 
v.  Hoffman,  2  id.  139;  Walker  v.  Sedgwick,  8  id.  403.  And  as  to 
the  other  contract,  he  neither  averred  a  tender  of  the  purchase- 
monoy  nor  offered   to  pay  it.     Marshdl  v.  Caldwell,  Al   Cal.  611; 
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Englander  v.  Rogers,  id.  420.  One  who  appeab  to  a  court  of 
equity  to  defend  him  against  the  legal  title  to  land,  of  which  he  is 
in  possession,  must  do  equity  by  i)aying  the  price  which  h6  agreed 
to  pay.  The  maxim,  "  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity,"  ajn 
phes  to  him  in  full  force.  Eastma*i  v.  Plumer,  46  N.  H.  464. 
The  cross-complaint  of  the  defendant  therefore  lacked  the  essential 
element  of  a  complaint  in  equity. 

Nor  had  the  defendant  any  equitable  title  which  would  serve  a« 
a  defense  to  an  action  of  ejectment.  Having  abandoned  his  pur- 
chase and  repudiated  his  contracts,  he  was  not  a  purchaser  clothed 
with  right,  and  his  vendor  was  not  bound  to  resort  to  a  court  of 
equity  for  relief;  he  may  sue  in  ejectment.  Keller  v.  Lewis,  53 
Cal.  118. 

"  The  refusal  of  one  party  to  perform  his  contract,"  says  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  in  Graves  v.  WJitte,  87  N.  Y.  465, 
''  amounts  on  his  part  to  an  abandonment  of  it.  The  other  party 
therefore  has  a  choice  of  remedies.  He  may  stand  upon  his  con- 
tract, refusing  assent  to  his  adversary's  attempt  to  rescind  it,  and 
sue  for  a  breach,  or  in  a  proper  case  for  a  specific  performance;  or 
he  may  assent  to  its  abandonment,  and  so  effect  dissolution  of  the 
contract  by  the  mutual  and  concurring  assent  of  both  parties.  In 
that  event  he  is  simply  restored  to  his  original  position,  and  can 
neither  sue  for  a  breach  nor  compel  a  specific  performance,  becautise 
the  contract  itself  has  been  dissolved.  *  *  *  ^^  absolute 
refusal,  a  deliberate  repudiation  of  the  stipulations  of  the  contract 
gives  to  the  other  party  as  an  alternative  remedy  the  right  to  assent 
to  such  abandonment  and  treat  the  contract  as  dissolved."  In  the 
present  case  such  refusal  was  proved.  The  defendant  undertook 
to  repudiate  the  contract  and  at  the  same  time  held  the  possession 
under  and  by  virtue  of  it.  If  the  plaintiff  could  have  stood  upon 
the  contract  and  compelled  performance  or  recovered  damages  for 
the  breach,  he  was  not  bound  to  adopt  that  remedy,  but  had  the 
right  to  bring  ejectment  to  recover  back  his  land.  In  so  doing, 
and  giving  the  preliminary  notice  to  surrender  possession,  he  too 
gave  his  assent  to  the  abandonment  of  the  contract;  and  the  parties 
who  made  it  having  thus  by  mutual  Jissent  rescinded  it,  its  validity 
was  gone  and  it  ceased  to  exist.  Neither  party  thereafter  could 
invoke  its  terms  or  protection  as  against  the  other;  and  the  plaiiit- 
iff  was  at  liberty  to  maintain  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession 
of  the  land  to  which  he  had  a  legal  title.     Jackson  v.  Mojicrief,  5 
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Wend.  26;   Wright  v.  Moarey  21  id.  230;  Pierce  v.  Tutthy  53  Barb. 
167. 

[Minor  matters  omitted.] 

Judgment  and  erder  affinned. 

Ross  and  McKinstby,  J  J.,  concurred. 

Hearing  in  banc  denied. 


Ex  Parte  Marks. 

(M  Cal.  ».) 
Pwrdon    -  conditional. 


Where  a  pardon  is  granted  on  condition  that  the  prisoner  leave  the  State  and 
never  return,  and  upon  his  promise  to  comply,  he  may  be  re-arrested  if  he 
has  had  ample  opportunity  to  leave  the  State  and  has  not  done  80.* 


H 


A  BE  AS  corpus.     The  opinio.i  states  the  facts. 


Hall  <&  Buckley,  for  petitioner. 

Hart  <&  White,  contra. 

Ross,  J.  The  petitioner,  who  was  undergoing  imprisonment  in 
the  State  prison  under  judgment  of  conviction  of  the  crime  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree,  was,  by  the  governor  of  the  State, 
granted  a  pardon  upon  condition  that  he  forthwith  leave  the  State 
and  never  return  thereto.  The  governor,  it  seems,  was  induced  to 
grant  the  pardon  upon  representations  made  to  him  to  the  effect  that 
the  prisoner  was  partially  idiotic,  that  his  parents  resided  in  Poland 
and  would  take  care  of  him  if  pei'mitted  to  go  to  them,  and  that  ho 
had  brothers  •  of  wealth  in  this  State  who  would  furnish  him  with 
the  means  necessary  to  take  him  there  and  Avould  thereafter  pro- 
vide for  his  support.  iThe  pardon  was  given  by  the  goveraor  to  the 
warden  of  the  prison,  to  be  by  him  delivered  to  the  prisoner  when- 
ever the  same  was  properly  accepted.  Upon  its  receipt  the  warden 
tendered  the  pardon  to  the  prisoner,  who  refused  to  accept  it  unless 
it  should  he  stipulated  that  he  should  be  jKjrmitted  to  remain  in 
the  State  for  the  period  of  eighty  days  after  his  discharge  from  the 

*  See  Arthur  v.  Craig  (48  Iowa,  264),  30  Am.  Rep.  395. 
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prison.  The  result  of  course  was  that  he  remained  incarcerated. 
Some  weeks  afterward  he  indicated  to  the  warden,  who  mean- 
while had  i*etained  the  pardon  in  his  possession,  his  willingness 
to  accept  it  and  to  faithfully  perform  the  conditions  upon  which  it 
was  granted.  Upon  this  representation  and  upon  the  prisoner's 
promise  to  leave  the  State  on  the  train  going  east  the  following 
evening,  the  warden  handed  him  the  pardon  and  released  him  from 
custody.  His  brothers  thereupon  offered  him  sufficient  funds  to 
take  him  to  his  parents  in  Poland  but  he  refused  to  go  as  he  had 
promised,  but  declared  his  intention  to  remain  in  California  unless 
his  brothers  gave  him  one  thousand  dollars.  Thereupon  he  was 
again  taken  into  custody  by  the  warden,  and  now  claims  the  right 
to  be  discharged  on  habeas  corpus. 

We  think  it  clear  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  so  discharged. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  governor  was  authorized  to  grant  the 
pardon  upon  the  conditions  stated,  for  he  is  by  the  Constitution 
empowered  to  make  such  grants  "  upon  such  conditions  and  with 
such  restrictions  and  limitations  as  he  may  think  proper,  subject 
to  such  regulations  as  may  be  provided  by  law  relative  to  the  man- 
ner of  applying  for  pardons.*'    Section  1,  art.  7,  Constitution. 

The  pardon  in  question  contained  two  conditions  -  one,  that  the 
prisoner  should  forthwith  leave  the  State;  the  other,  that  he  should 
never  return  to  the  State.  The  one  was  a  condition  precedent,  the 
other  a  condition  subsequent.  That  is  to  say,  the  governor  in  effect 
•said  to  the  prisoner:  By  virtue  of  the  power  vested  in  me  by  the 
Constitution  I  exempt  you  from  the  punishment  the  law  inflicts 
for  the  crime  you  have  committed,  provided  you  forthwith  leave  the 
State,  and  provided  further,  you  never  return  to  the  State.  Until 
he  actually  leaves  the  State  the  pardon  does  not  become  operative 
at  all.  This  must  be  so  from  the  very  nature  of  the  first  condition 
attached  to  it.  When  that  condition  is  performed  the  pardon  be- 
comes operative  but  it  nevertheless  remains  subject  to  be  defeated 
by  the  breach  of  the  condition  subsequent,  to- wit,  by  the  prisoner's 
subsequent  return  to  the  State.  1  Bish.  Cnm.  Law,  §  760;  Ex 
parte  Wells,  18  How.  311;  Slate  v.  Smith,  1  Bail.  283;  LeeY.  Mur- 
phy, 22  Gratt.  789;  FlavelVs  case,  8  Watts  &  S.  197.  The  pardon 
therefore  never  having  taken  effect,  it  results  that  the  prisoner  is 
not  entitled  to  his  discharge.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the 
pardon  was  delivered  to  the  prisoner.  Apart  from  what  has  been 
alreadv  said,  delivery  of  such  an  instrument  is  not  complete  without 
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an  acceptance  in  good  faith.  The  bad  faith  of  the  prisoner  was 
demonstrated  almost  as  soon  as  he  got  out  of  prison.  Besides,  the 
})ardon  was  given  to  the  prisoner  by  the  warden  upon  the  distinct 
agreement  on  his  part  to  leave  the  State  on  the  train  going  east 
the  following  evening.  The  subsequent  conduct  of  the  prisoner 
showed  that  he  had  no  intention  of  doing  any  such  thing.  A  par- 
don obtained  by  misrepresentation  amounting  to  fraud  is  void.  1 
Bish.  Crim.  Law,  §§  753,  754.  Nor  is  there  any  force  in  the  sug- 
gestion that  in  such  cases  the  person  pardoned  may  be  deprived  of 
the  opportunity  to  comply  with  the  conditions  of  the  pardon.  No 
court  has  the  power  to  compel  any  executive  officer  to  afford  the 
person  to  whom  a  pardon  has  been  conditionally  granted  an  oppor- 
tunity to  comply  with  the  conditions,  for  that  would  be  to  exercise 
the  pardoning  power  in  part.  When  the  pardon  has  once  taken 
effect  then  the  party  to  whom  it  is  extended  acquires  a  right  which 
the  courts  can  and  will  of  course  protect.  There  is  no  reason 
liowever  to  suppose  that  in  any  case  any  executive  officer  would  re- 
fuse to  afford  the  party  to  whom  a  conditional  pardon  should  be 
s^ranted  an  opportunity  to  comply  with  the  conditions  and  thereby 
secure  its  benefits.  Every  presumption  is  the  other  way.  Should 
the  fact  be  otherwise  in  any  case  perhaps  some  means  might  be 
discovered  for  giving  effect  to  the  governor's  power.  At  all  events 
in  the  present  case  ample  opportunity  was  given  the  prisoner  which 
instead  of  availing  himself  of,  he  abused. 

Let  the  prisoner  be  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  warden. 

So  ordcretL 

SHABP8TBIK,  Mybick  and  Thornton,  JJ.,  concorred. 


MoOoBD  y.  Oakland  Quioksilybe  Mining  (Jompant. 

(M  Cal.  184.) 

Tenancy  in  common — of  mine  —  wtuU  —  injunction. 

Where  one  of  several  tenants  in  common  of  a  mine  is  working  it  in  the  osoal 
way,  and  not  excluding  his  co-tenants,  he  may  not  he  called  to  aocoont  to 
them  in  an  action  for  damages  as  for  waste,  nor  restrained  from  thos  working 
the  mine.* 


*See  Keav  v.  Connelly  (25  Minn.   232).  38  Am.  Re]».  4r»8. 
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ACTION  for  injunction  and  damages.    The  opinion  states  the 
case.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

Estee  £  Boalt,  for  appellants. 

Garber^  Thornton  &  Bishop,  for  respondent. 

McKiNSTKY,  J.  The  complaint  alleges  that  plaintiffs  are  and 
have  been  owners  and  tenants  in  common  of  **The  Lost  Ledge" 
mining  claim,  the  plaintiff  McCord  owning  two  hundred  three- 
thousandth  parts  thereof ;  the  plaintiff  Grifl&th,  three  hundred  and 
sixty  three-thousandth  parts  thereof  ;  the  plaintiff  Gibbs,  one  hun- 
dred and  thirty-three  and  one-third  three-thousandth  parts  thereof ; 
the  plaintiff  Pond,  sixty-six  and  two-thirds  three- thousandth  parts 
thereof  ;  and  the  defendant  twenty-two  hundred  and  forty  three- 
thousandth  parts  thereof. 

That  the  defendant,  *'  without  authority  or  permission  of  the 
plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,"  has  been  and  is  in  the  exclusive  pos- 
session and  occupancy  of  the  entire  premises,  and  during  such  oc- 
cupancy "  defendant  has  ever  refused,  and  still  does  refuse,  to  ad- 
mit the  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  to  the  possession  or  occupancy 
of  said  premises,  as  tenants  in  common  with  defendant  or  other- 
wise, and  has  and  still  does  exclude  the  plaintiffs  and  each  of  them 
from  any  possession  or  occupancy  of  said  premises  or  any  ])art 
thereof." 

That  during  the  time  defendant  has  been  in  possession  as  afore- 
said, it  has  been,  and  still  is,  without  the  consent  or  permission  of 
either  of  plaintiffs,  actively  engaged  and  employed  in  mining  in 
and  upon  said  premises;  and  with  a  large  number  of  men  and 
machinery  employed  for  that  purpose,  has  been  and  still  is  excavat- 
ing in  and  upon  the  premises,  and  constructing  tunnels  and  shafts 
therein,  and  excavating  large  quantities  of  cinnabar  therefrom,  and 
catting  down  and  consuming  and  destroying  growing  trees  and  tim- 
ber upon  said  premises,  and  thereby  irreparably  injuring  and  dam- 
aging said  premises. 

That  the  cinnabar  so  taken  from  said  premises  is  of  the  value  of 
15100,000  and  upwards. 

That  a  large  quantity  of  the  cinnabar  so  taken  from  said  ground 
by  defendant  has  been  by  it  reduced  and  converted  into  quicksilver, 
and  the  quicksilver  by  it  sold  and  disposed  of,  and  the  proceeds 
converted  by  the  defendant. 
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That  the  defendant  has  hitherto  refused  and  still  refuses  to  de- 
liver to  plaintiffs^  or  either  of  them,  any  part  of  said  cinnabar  or 
quicksilver,  or  to  pay  over  to  them,  or  either  of  them,  any  portion 
of  the  proceeds  of  said  sales. 

That  defendant  has  been  and  still  is  engaged  in  cutting  down 
and  destroying  the  growing  trees  upon  said  premises,  and  convert- 
ing the  same  into  wood  and  timber,  '*  which  said  defendant  ha^^ 
been  and  still  is  using  for  purposes  of  fuel  and  in  the  construction 
of  shafts,  tunnels,  machinery,  and  other  structures  in  and  about, 
carrying  on  its  said  business  of  mining  in  and  upon  said  prem- 
ises." 

That  the  value  of  said  trees,  wood,  and  timber,  so  converted  b> 
defendant,  is  about  five  thousand  dollars,  and  that  defendant  has 
refused  and  still  refuses  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them, 
**  any  part  or  portion  of  such  value." 

That  defendant  has  refused  and  still  refuses  to  give  plaintiffs,  or 
either  of  them,  any  statement  or  information  in  detail  **  of  tlie 
quantity  or  value  of  the  cinnabar  so  taken  from  said  ground,  or  of 
the  quicksilver  produced  therefrom,  or  of  the  amount  realized  from 
the  aforesaid  sales  of  the  same,  or  of  the  quantity  or  value  of  the 
trees,  wood,  and  timber,  so  taken  and  converted  as  aforesaid." 

That  defendant  threatens  and  intends  to  continue  to  prosecute, 
for  its  own  use  and  benefit,  the  business  of  mining  in  and  upon  the 
premises,  and  its  excavations  and  diggings  of  cinnabar,  and  its  re- 
duction of  the  same  into  quicksilver,  and  the  sale  and  conversion 
of  the  same,  etc.,  and  will  so  continue  unless  enjoined.  That  de- 
fendant has  no  other  property,  etc. 

That  by  reason  of  the  premises  plaintiffs  have  sustained  great 
damage,  to-wit,  in  the  sum  of  $105,000,  or  thereabouts. 

Tlie  prayer  is  ;  For  an  injunction,  restraining  and  forever  en- 
joining defendant  from  prosecuting  '*the  business  of  mining"  in 
or  upon  the  premises,  or  from  digging,  excavating,  or  constructing 
shafts  or  tunnels  in  or  upon  the  same,  or  from  extracting  cinnabar 
or  other  minerals  therefrom,  or  from  cutting  down,  injuring,  or 
destroying  any  trees  or  timber  upon  said  premises,  or  committing 
waste  thereon,  in  any  manner  ;  that  plaintiffs  and  each  of  them  be 
admitted  to  the  occupation  and  possession  of  said  premises  as  ten- 
ants in  common  with  said  defendant ;  that  they  recover  of  said  de- 
fendant **the  said  sum  of  1105,000,"  for  their  damages,  and  that 
said  damages  *•  be  trebled,  in  pursuance  of  section  732  of  the  Code 
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of  Civil  Precedure,"  and  for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  may  require,  etc. 

The  court  below  found  that  the  defendant  had  never  claimed  the 
entire  mine,  and  had  never  excluded  the  plaintiffs  from  the  com- 
mon possession,  and  that  plaintiffs  had  never  entered,  nor  ever  in- 
tended or  desired  to  enter  into  the  actual  occupation.  As  the 
testimony  was  substantially  conflicting,  we  would  not  be  justified  in 
setting  aside  these  or  the  other  findings. 

The  material  questions  presented  are  : 

Does  the  excavation  and  removal  of  cinnabar  from  a  quicksilver 
mine,  or  the  cutting  of  timber  trees  used  in  working  the  mine,  by 
one  tenant,  constitute  waste  for  which  his  co-tenants  may  recover 
treble  damages  under  section  732  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  ? 

Does  such  excavation  and  cutting  and  conversion  constitute  waste 
which  should  be  enjoined  ? 

Are  the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  an  accounting  ? 

1.  Section  732  reads  .  "  If  a  guardian,  tenant  for  life  or  years, 
joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common  of  real  property,  commit  waste 
thereon,  any  person  aggrieved  by  the  waste  may  bring  an  action 
against  him  therefor,  in  which  action  there  may  be  a  judgment  for 
treble  the  damages." 

In  Elwell  V.  Bumside,  44  Barb.  447,  it  was  said:  "By  the  com- 
mon law  one  tenant  in  common  could  not  be  guilty  of  committing 
waste;  that  is,  the  same  acts,  which  if  committed  by  a  tenant  for 
life  or  years  would  constitute  waste,  would  not  be  waste  when 
committed  by  a  tenant  in  common .  He  was  not  liable  to  his  co- 
tenant  in  an  action  for  waste,  for  the  injury  done  to  their  common 
estate.  As  he  is  now  however  liable  by  statute  (referring  to 
a  statute  similar  to  the  section  of  the  Code  above  recited),  to 
respond  to  his  co-tenant  in  this  form  of  action  for  those  acts  which 
constituted  waste  when  committed  by  a  tenant  for  life  or  years,  we 
must  resort  to  the  common  law  to  ascertain  whether  the  acts  com- 
plained of  in  this  case  would  be  waste  had  they  been  committed  by 
a  tenant  for  life  or  years." 

In  the  case  now  before  us  the  quicksilver  mine  had  already  been 
opened  when  plaintiffs  and  defendant  became  tenants  in  common. 
If  therefore  it  be  conceded  that  under  the  provision  of  our  Code  a 
tenant  in  common  is  subject  to  the  action  in  like  circumstances  as 
is  a  tenant  for  life  or  years,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  damages 
as  for  waste.  "  As  to  all  tenants  for  life,  the  rule  has  always  been 
V0L.XLIX  — 87 
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that  the  working  of  open  mines  is  not  waste."  And  a  tenant  for 
life  may  open  new  pits  or  galleries  without  committing  waste. 
Neel  V.  Ned,  19  Penn.  St.  328.  A  tenant  for  years  is  not  guilty  of 
waste  in  taking  ore  from  the  mine,  the  sole  subject  of  his  demise, 
during  his  term.     That  is  what  he  pays  rent  for. 

It  may  be  urged,  that  as  between  lessor  and  lessee  for  years,  their 
contract  contemplates  the  extraction  of  minerals,  and  in  case  of  a 
life  estate  the  grantor  or  donor  must  intend  that  his  grantee  or 
donee  shall  receive  some  benefit  from  his  estate.  But  is  it  not  also 
true  from  the  very  nature  of  mining  property  in  this  State,  valua- 
ble only  because  of  the  mineral  it  is  supposed  to  contain,  that  each 
of  the  co-tenants  may  use  it  in  the  only  way  it  can  be  used?  The 
co-tenants  out  of  possession  may  at  any  time  enter  into  an  equal 
enjoyment  of  their  possession;  their  neglect  to  do  so  may  be  re- 
garded as  an  assent  to  the  sole  occupation  of  the  other.  This  is 
but  another  application  of  the  principle  announced  in  Pico  v.  Cch- 
lumbei,  12  Cal.  414.  True  the  co-tenants  will  not  be  held  to  assent 
to  the  commission  of  waste  by  the  sole  occupant,  but  the  question 
returns,  what  acts  done  by  him  are  waste? 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  on  the  part  of  a  mere  trespasser  it  is 
a  wrong  tn  the  nature  of  waste  to  remove  any  ore  from  a  mine. 
The  cases  cited  by  appellants  fully  sustain  this  proposition.  But 
it  is  not  a  just  inference  that  as  between  tenants  in  common  the 
rule  is  the  same.  Section  732  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  does 
not  relate  to  trespasses  committed  by  those  who  have  no  interest  in 
the  property.  Xor  does  it  define  **  waste,"  or  declare  what  acts 
committed  by  a  guardian,  tenant  for  life  or  years,  or  joint-tenant, 
or  tenant  in  common,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  be  waste.  For  the 
appropriate  meaning  of  the  word,  as  applicable  to  acts  done  by 
these  several  classes  of  persons,  we  are  relegated  to  the  principles 
of  the  common  law,  and  to  various  considerations  of  policy  arising 
out  of  different  conditions  which  the  common  law  recognizes  and 
approves. 

The  word  "  waste"  is  not  an  arbitrary  term  to  be  applied  inflexi- 
bly without  regard  to  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  estate,  the 
nature  and  specie  of  the  property,  or  the  relation  to  it  of  the  person 
(iharged  to  have  committed  the  wrong.  As  was  said  by  Roane,  J., 
in  Findlay  v.  Smith,  6  Munf.  134,  "  in  considering  what  is  waste 
in  this  country,  it  is  to  be  remarked  that  the  common  law  by  which 
it  is  n^gulated  adapts  itself  in  this  as  in  other  cases  to  the  varied 
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situations  and  circumstances  of  the  country.  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  law  on 
this  subject  must  be  applied  with  reasonable  regard  to  circumstances.'' 

In  the  mining  regions  of  this  State  where  title  to  a  lode  can  be 
•icquired  from  a  United  States  government  only  after  work  of  cer- 
tain value  has  been  done  upon  it,  can  it  be  that  if  one  of  several 
locators  or  owners  shall  assume  the  sole  risk  of  developing  the 
mine,  he  shall  become  liable  to  those  who  have  taken  no  chance  of 
possible  loss,  not  only  for  an  accounting  as  to  net  profits  —  suppos- 
ing him  to  be  fortunate  enough  to  secure  any  —  but  also  as  a  tort 
ftasoT,  for  three  times  the  value  of  the  whole,  or  for  a  proportionate 
share  of  the  ore  taken  out? 

It  will  be  observed,  upon  the  facts  herein,  no  question  arises  as 
to  unnecessary  damage  done  to  the  mine  or  its  works,  by  reason 
of  reckless  or  unskillful  management  of  the  business  by  the  tenant 
conduct iiiij:  it.  There  may  be  cases  in  which  the  courts  will 
impose  damages  for  an  abuse  of  his  right  by  a  co-tenant  in  occupa- 
tion or  interpose  to  prevent  such  abuse.  But  here  the  theory  of 
plaintiffs  is  that  defendant  could  not  extract  ore  from  the  mine  with- 
out committing  waste,  hecause  such  extraction  is  a  destruction  of  the 
very  substance  of  the  estate;  an  irreparable  injury  to  the  inheritance. 

In  view  of  the  character  of  the  property  and  of  plaintiffs'  implied 
assent  to  its  sole  occupation  by  defendant  for  mining  purposes,  we 
regard  the  right  of  the?  latter  to  the  proceeds  of  its  operations  as 
partaking  of  the  nature  of  a  usufruct;  the  appropriation  of  the 
net  returns  as  a  legitimate  participation  of  the  profits  and  its  acts 
of  mining  as  not  impairing  or  consuming  the  estate  to  any  greater 
extent  than  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  intended  to  be  allow- 
able by  each  of  the  parties  in  interest. 

Murray  v.  Havertyy  70  111.  320,  supposing  it  to  have  been  cor- 
nH?tly  decided,  does  not  entirely  sustain  the  view  of  counsel  for  ap- 
pellants. That  decision  was  based  upon  a  statute  which  author- 
ized a  tenant  to  bring  trespass  or  trover  against  his  co-tenant  who 
should  "  take  away,  destroy,  lessen  in  value  or  otherwise  injure  *' 
the  common  property.  The  section  of  our  Code  does  not  declare 
that  a  co-tenant  who  *' shall  take  away,"  etc.,  shall  be  guilty 
of  waste.  The  question  of  waste  or  no  waste  is  left  to  the 
courts.  Besides  in  Murray  v.  Haverty  the  court  had  already  decided 
the  case  by  holding  certain  evidence,  as  to  license,  inadmissible 
under  the  defendant's  plea. 

Counsel  quote  from  Frocmaii  on  Co-tenancy:  ''  In  all  cases  where 
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a  co-tenant  practically  destroys  the  estate  or  some  part  thereof, 
trespass  may  be  sustained  by  the  injured  co-tenant.*'  §  302. 
But  this  is  to  be  taken  with  other  portions  of  the  same  work  where 
the  distinction  is  pointed  out  between  an  appropriation  of  the  pro- 
ceeds, rents,  profits,  or  income,  and  the  destruction  of  the  estate 
itself.  See  also  Waterman  on  Trespass,  947.  The  tenant  in  com- 
mon of  a  mine  may  occupy  it  for  the  purpose  contemplated  by  all, 
eyen  though  a  portion  of  the  soil  or  ore  be  removed.  Each  tenant 
has  the  right  to  use  the  mine,  and  as  waa  intimated  by  the  Snpremt^ 
Court  of  Pennsylvania,  so  long  as  an  estate  is  used  according  to  its 
nature  'Mt  is  no  valid  objection  that  the  nse  is  consumption,  and 
it  is  no  fault  of  the  tenant  that  it  is  not  more  endurable. "  Irvnn 
V.  Covode,  24  Penn.  St.  162.  The  taking  of  ore  from  the  mine  is 
rather  the  use  than  the  destruction  of  the  estate  —  within  the 
meaning  of  the  general  rule.  The  results  of  the  tenant's  labor  and 
capital  are  in  the  nature  of  proceeds  or  profits,  the  partial  exhaus- 
tion being  but  the  incidental  consequence  of  the  use. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  examine  in  detail  the  many  cases  cited  by 
appellants,  as  in  none  are  the  facts  like  those  of  the  case  at  bar. 
We  shall  refer  to  a  few  of  them. 

Delaney  v.  Rooty  99  Mass.  646,  was  an  action  of  trover  for  the 
conversion  of  personal  property.  Stetson  v.  Day^  51  id.  434. 
simply  decides  that  under  a  statute  of  Maine  a  tenant  for  life  who 
neglected  to  pay  taxes  assessed  upon  the  estate  during  his  tenancy, 
and  thereby  subjected  the  estate  to  a  sale,  was  liable  to  an  action 
by  the  reversioner,  either  of  waste  or  of  case  in  the  nature  of  wast<?. 
Maddox  v.  Goddard,  15  Me.  219,  and  Sytnonds  v.  Harris,  51  id. 
14,  were  actions  of  trespass  quare  clausum  for  the  destruction  of  a 
mill  and  for  the  disseverance  and  removal  of  machinery  from  a 
mill;  Blanchard  v.  Baker,  8  Me.  253,  trespass  on  the  case  for  a 
similar  injury  to  common  property;  McDonald  v.  Trafton,  15  Me. 
225,  has  no  bearing  upon  any  question  involved  in  the  case  before 
us;  and  Hubbard  v.  Hubbard,  15  Me.  198,  was  a  statutory  actiou 
of  trespass  ''for  strip  and  waste  "  of  timber. 

As  to  the  destruction  of  trees  charged  in  the  complaint  herein, 
it  has  been  expressly  decided  in  California  that  in  the  enjoyment 
of  his  legal  rights  in  the  common  property,  each  co-tenant  may  cut 
timber,  and  use  or  dispose  of  it  at  least  to  an  extent  corresponding 
to  liis  share  of  the  estate.  Hilm  v.  PhcJc,  18  Cal.  640.  In  the  cji^e 
before  ns  there  is  neither  averment  nor  finding;  that  defendant  luis 
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cut  or  consumed  more  than  its  share.  Besides,  the  ase  of  the  trees 
was  merely  incidental  to  the  mining  operations  of  defendant  In 
Peunsylvania  it  is  held  that  the  cutting  of  timber  to  be  used  in  a 
mine  by  a  tenant  for  life,  whose  mining  is  not  waste,  is  not  itself 
waste.  Ned  v.  Neel,  19  Penn.  St.  33.  Nowhere  is  it  held  to  be 
waste  for  a  tenant  in  common  of  a  farm  to  cut  wood  necessary  to 
the  use  of  the  farm. 

It  was  indeed  held  in  New  York  by  the  Supreme  Court  that  the 
cutting  down  of  timber  trees  by  one  of  several  co-tenants,  upOh  land 
whose  principal  value  consisted  of  the  growing  timber  was 
waste,  for  which  the  other  co-tenants  could  recover  damages  under 
a  clause  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  that  State.  Elwell  v.  Burnside, 
44  Barb.  447.  But,  aside  from  the  rule  to  the  contrary  laid  down 
in  Hihn  v.  Pecky  18  Cal.  640,  plaintiffs  have  no  averment  that  the 
quicksilver  mine  is  "principally  valuable,"  because  of  the  trees 
growing  from  its  surface. 

And  here  it  may  be  added,  applying  the  rule  of  Hihn  v.  Peck, 
it  would  seem  each  tenant  in  common  of  a  mine  is  at  least  entitled 
to  take  out  his  share  of  the  ore.  That  neither  of  the  tenants  can 
"  look  into  the  ground"  may  be  a  reason  why  a  court  of  equity 
should  order  an  account  to  be  taken,  but  ought  not  to  operate  a 
prohibition  upon  the  working  of  the  mine  by  anybody. 

2.  Ought  the  court  below  to  have  enjoined  defendant  from  pro- 
ceeding with  its  mining  ? 

''  In  case  of  joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  with  respect 
to  whose  acts  of  waste  the  common  law  has  provided  no  remedy, 
courts  of  equity  will  interfere  when  it  appears  that  waste  has  been 
committed  or  threatened  by  one  tenant  in  common,  who  has  be- 
come possessed  of  the  whole  premises. "  Taylor  Land,  and  Ten. 
604.  This  general  proposition  may  be  conceded  to  be  correctly 
stated,  but  the  very  question  here  is  —  has  waste  been  committed  ? 
At  the  common  law  the  tenant  had  no  redress  for  acts  of  admitted 
waste  committed  by  his  co-tenant.  But  the  latter  might  be  re- 
strained in  equity  from  felling  ornamental  trees,  or  from  doing 
other  things  amounting  to  wanton  and  destructive  waste,  which 
were  called  **  equitable  waste,"  because  allowable  at  law.  By  our 
statute  however  a  tenant  may  recover  damages  of  his  co-tenant  in 
every  case  of  waste.  Holding  as  we  do  that  the  acts  of  defendant 
were  not,  under  the  circumstances,  wanton  or  destructive,  or  any 
waste,  it  follows  plaintiffs  w(»n»  not  entitled  to  an  injunction. 
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Counsel  rely  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  Upper 
Canada,  in  Dougall  v.  Foster^  4  Grant,  U.  C.  319,  where  it  was  held 
(EsTBN,  V.  C,  diss.)  that  one  tenant  in  common  would  be  restrained 
at  the  suit  of  his  co-tenant  from  digging  earth  for  bricks  on  the 
joint  property.  There  the  bill  alleged  that  the  portion  of  the  lot 
from  which  the  clay  was  being  excavated  and  carried  away  was  ver}* 
valuable  for  building  purposes,  and  that  (with  reference  to  such 
purposes)  the  lot  had  greatly  deteriorated  in  value  by  reason  of  the 
acts  of  defendant.  In  his  opposing  affidavit  defendant  did  not 
deny  the  first  of  these  alleged  facts  at  all,  and  did  not  expressly 
deny  the  last.  The  chancellor  said  :  *'  It  is  quite  true  that  this 
court  refuses  to  restrict  a  tenant  in  common  from  the  legitimate 
enjoyment  of  the  estate,  because  an  undivided  occupation  is  of  the 
very  essence  of  that  sort  of  title  (Co.  Litt.  180),  and  to  interfere 
with  the  legitimate  exercise  of  that  right  would  be  to  deny  an  es- 
sential quality  of  the  title."  The  court  held  that  the  legitimate 
enjoyment  of  a  building  lot,  '*  within  the  limits  of  the  town  of 
Belville,''  was  to  build  uiK)n  it,  or  improve  or  occupy  it  as  town 
property  is  usually  improved  and  occupied,  and  that  to  dig  holes  in 
it,  or  degrade  it  below  the  surrounding  level,  was  not  such  legiti- 
mate enjoyment.  To  repeat  the  language  of  Roanb,  J.  (Findlay 
v.  Smith,  supra)y  "The  law  on  this  subject  must  be  applied  with 
reasonable  regard  to  circumstances."  If  it  had  appeared  in  Dofigall 
v.  Foster  that  the  common  property  was  valuable  only  as  a  brick- 
vard,  and  was  acquired  by  the  co-tenants  for  that  purpose,  the  case* 
would  have  approximated  more  closely  to  the  one  at  bar.  By  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  the  mining  lands  are  disposed  of  under 
laws  differing  from  those  through  which  agricultural  lands  m^y  be 
acquired.  As  a  condition  to  their  acquisition  by  individuals,  it  is 
requisite  that  the  locators  shall  have  done  mining  work  of  a  certain 
value.  They  are  disposed  of  and  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  min- 
ing, and  the  application  of  them  to  that  purpose  by  one  tenant  in 
commun  is  not  waste  of  which  the  others  can  complain. 

Ilawhy  v.  Clowes^  2  Johns.  Ch.  12-i,  was  a  bill  for  partition,  and 
for  cutting  down  and  carrying  away  timber,  not  wanted  for  the 
ni'oessary  use  of  the  farm.  The  injunction  was  granted,  in  view 
of  the  special  character  of  the  case,  and  the  insolvency  of  defend- 
ant, and  on  the  ground  that  the  excessive  cutting  of  timber  was 
(Icstructive,  *'  and  not  within  the  usual  and  legitimate  exercise  of 
the  cnjoynient/'     (Miancollor   Kent    added:      '* The  remedy  is 
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pecnliarly  appropriate  and  proper,  pending  a  partition  of  the  verj' 
land." 

In  ^ote  V.  Thomas,  7  Yes.  589,  Lord  Eldon,  after  saying,  "I 
never  knew  of  an  instance  of  an  application  to  stay  waste  by  one 
tenant  in  common  against  another;  one  tenant  in  common  having 
the  right  to  enjoy  as  he  pleases,"  granted  an  injunction  against  cut- 
ting **  saplings  or  any  timber  trees  or  underwood  at  unseasonable 
times,"  that  being  destructive.  As  was  said  by  Esten,  V.  C,  in 
Dmigall  v.  Foster,  it  was  malicious  waste.  Twort  v.  Twort,  16  Ves. 
128,  was  a  case  where  one  tenant  in  common  was  an  *' occupying 
tenant "  to  another.  In  Baker  v.  Whiting,  the  tenant  in  common 
was  the  agent  of  his  co-tenants,  and  the  case  does  not  assist  tho 
present  investigation.     3  Sumn.  485. 

It  is  sjiid  by  Eden  (Waterman's  Eden  on  Injunctions,  vol.  2,  3d 
ed.  210),  the  instances  in  which  injunctions  have  been  granted 
between  tenants  in  common  against  committing  waste  are  few. 
The  application  has  always  been  refused,  unless  attended  with  pecu- 
liar circumstances.  In  Smallman  v.  Onions,  3  Brown  Ch.  621,  an 
injunction  was  granted  against  the  cutting  of  timber,  on  the  ground 
that  the  parties  were  only  equitable  tenants  in  common,  the  legal 
title  being  in  a  trustee;  that  therefore  the  person  who  was  commit- 
ting the  waste  had  no  title  to  the  possession,  and  cutting  the  tim- 
ber was  a  trespass  upon  the  trustee;  also  that  the  trespasser  wa« 
insolvent.  And  in  Ooodwyn  v.  Spray,  2  Dick.  667,  the  lord  chan- 
cellor denied  an  injunction  prayed  for  by  one  tenant  against  his  co- 
tenant  cutting  timber,  saying  the  only  remedy  the  plaintiff  had  was 
to  get  a  partition. 

In  the  absence  of  allegations,  proofs  of  findings  of  willful  injury, 
or  of  unnecessary  injury  or  destruction  caused  by  the  negligence  or 
unskillfulness  of  defendant,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  an 
injunction. 

3.   Is  this  an  action  for  an  accounting  ? 

It  is  established  in  this  State,  that  in  ordinary  cases  an  action  at 
law  cannot  be  maintained  by  a  tenant  in  common  against  a  co- 
tenant  in  sole  possession  of  »the  premises,  to  recover  a  share  of  the 
profits  derived  from  the  estate  by  means  of  the  labor  and  money 
expended  by  the  party  in  occupation.  The  occupation  by  one  ten- 
ant, 8o  long  as  he  does  not  exclude  his  co-tenant,  is  but  the  exer- 
cise of  a  legal  right.  The  money  he  invests  at  his  own  risk;  if  his 
transactions  rosiiU  in  a  loss  he  cannot  call  upon  his  co-tenant  for 
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contribution,  and  if  they  result  in  a  profit  his  co-tenant  is  not  en- 
titled to  share  in  such  profit.  Pico  v.  Columbet,  12  Cal.  414.  The 
demand  of  the  plaintiffs  is  not  for  a  sum  due  by  way  of  rent  from 
defendant  as  the  tenant  of  their  interest,  nor  is  it  for  a  proportion- 
able shai*e  of  an  amount  received  by  defendants  for  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  premises  by  third  persons,  nor  is  an  account 
sought  as  an  incident  to  a  claim  for  partition.  It  is  not  for  their 
])art  of  moneys  received  by  defendant  which  belong  to  all  the  ten- 
ants in  common,  nor  is  it  based  upon  an  allegation  of  any  of  the 
exceptional  facts  mentioned  in  Pico  v.  Columbeiy  12  Cal.  414;  in 
Goodenow  v.  Etoer,  16  id.  461 ;  and  in  Abel  v.  Love,  17  id.  233. 
See  also  Howard  v.  Throckmorton^  59  id.  89. 

Xor  is  the  present  an  action  brought  to  recover  a  portion  of  the 
l)rofit8  acquired  by  the  expenditure  of  defendant's  money,  treating 
it  as  the  agent  of  plaintiffs  in  developing  the  common  property. 
There  is  no  pretense  of  an  averment  of  any  actual  contract  between 
plaintiffs  and  defendant,  whereby  the  latter  was  authorized  to  act 
for  the  former.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  expressly  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  acts  of  defendant  were  against  the  will  of  plaintiffs, 
and  without  their  consent. 

Again,  the  tenant  in  occupation  is  not  made  the  bailiff  of  plaint- 
iffs, in  the  absence  of  a  contract  of  agency,  by  any  statute  of  this 
State.  The  statute  of  Anne  4,  5,  16  has  never  been  adopted  here, 
and  if  it  had  been  adopted,  that  statute  would  seem  only  to  have 
applied  to  cases  where  one  tenant  in  common  had  received  from  a 
third  person  money,  or  other  thing  of  value,  to  which  both  tenants 
were  entitled  by  reason  of  their  co-tenancy,  and  retained  more  than 
liis  just  share  according  to  the  proportion  of  his  interest.  Pico  v. 
Oolumbet,  supra;  Henderson  v.  Eason,  9  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  337. 

If  the  appropriation  by  defendant  of  the  net  proi-eeds  of  its  enter- 
l)rise  be  considered  as  merely  the  legitimate  perception  of  the 
profits,  the  action  cannot  be  maintained  as  an  action  for  an  account. 

Izard  v.  Bodine,  3  Stock.  403,  cited  by  counsel  for  appellants, 
does  not  sustain  their  view.  There  the  bill  was  for  partition 
and  account.  The  Supreme  Court  9f  New  Jersey  held:  1.  If 
one  tenant  in  common  oust  his  co-tenant,  the  latter  must  first 
establish  his  right  at  law,  and  thus  recover  the  mesne  profits  — 
**  for  one  tenant  is  bound  to  account  to  another  only  as  his  bailiff 
appointed  by  contract,  express  or  implied."  2.  Where  one  tenant 
ill  commou  **  actually  receives  "  the  rents,  issues  and  profits,  then 
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he  may  be  compelled  to  account  for  such  profits  actually  received. 
(From  third  persons. )  Bat  this  by  statute,  both  in  England  and 
in  this  State,  and  not  by  the  common  law.  4  Anne,  chap.  16; 
New  Jersey  Act  of  1794;  Sargent  v.  Parsons,  12  Mass.  149.  3. 
Where  one  tenant  actually  occupies  the  whole  estate  without  claim 
on  the  part  of  his  co-tenants  to  be  admitted  into  possession,  he  is 
under  no  obligation  to  account,  *'  for  he  has  a  right  to  such  occu- 
pancy." Citing  Co.  Litt.  200,  b;  Sargent  v.  ParsoTis,  12  Mass. 
149;  Meredith  v.  Andres,  7  Ired.  5;  Colburn  v.  Mason,  25  Me.  434. 

Appellants  also  refer  to  Nelson  v.  Clay,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  139. 
But  in  that  case,  the  court  after  saying  that  a  statute  of  Vir- 
ginia, which  like  the  English  statute,  authorized  '' actions  of 
account  in  favor  of  one  joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common  against 
another,  as  his  bailiff,  for  receiving  more  than  his  just  share,"  was 
in  force  in  Kentucky,  held  that  the  statute  did  not  apply  when  the 
estate  at  the  commencement  of  the  tenancy  in  common  yielded  no 
rent  or  profits,  and  one  of  the  tenants  entered  and  by  improving 
the  estate  rendered  it  productive;  the  other  co-tenant  having  ex- 
pended neither  money  nor  labor. 

In  Shiels  v.  Starks,  14  6a.  436,  the  court  adjudged  that  under 
the  statute  of  Anne,  in  force  in  Georgia,  a  tenant  in  exclusive  oc- 
cupation was  liable  to  his  co-tenant  for  a  proportionate  share  of  the 
value  of  the  use  and  occupation;  admitting  that  it  had  been  held 
in  Massachusetts  {Sargent  v.  Parsons,  12  Mass.  149),  that  under 
the  statute  of  Anne  it  is  necessary  to  charge  the  defendant  with 
having  received  rents  and  profits  *'  otherwise  than  l)y  his  occu- 
pancy." We  do  not  find  the  language  attributed  to  Dane  by  the 
learned  court  of  Georgia  (Dane's  Abr.,  1  vol.,  chap.  8,  art.  3,  p. 
170),  in  our  edition  of  the  work  referred  to.  Shiels  v.  Stark,  was 
a  bill  in  equity  for  a  partition  and  an  account. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  the  peculiar  nature  of  mining  property  of 
itself  constitutes  such  an  equity  as  that  the  tenants,  who  could  at 
any  time  have  entered  into  the  joint  possession,  but  who  have  never 
expended  labor  or  money  upon  the  common  property,  or  become 
liable  for  any  portion  of  the  loss  which  might  have  followed  upon 
the  enterprise  of  their  co-tenant,  ought  to  be  entitled  to  de- 
mand an  accounting  from  the  latter,  and  to  recover  a  portion  of 
the  net  profit  gained  exclusively  by  its  efforts  and  capital  —  the 
present  is  not  an  action  for  such  an  accounting.  The  defendant  is 
charged  with  having  irreparably  injured  the  premises  by  taking 
Vol.  XLIX  —  88 
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therefrom  cinnabar  of  the  ^alue  of  I^IOO^OOO,  and  cutting  thereon 
growing  trees  of  the  value  of  IS,  000.  The  plaintiffs  aver  they 
have  been  damaged  in  the  sum  of  1^106,000,  and  pray  amongst 
other  things,  that  they  may  have  a  judgment  for  three  times  that 
sum.  It  is  alleged  that  defendant  has  converted  the  cinnabar  and 
the  proceeds  of  sales  of  it  and  the  trees,  and  "  has  refused  to  deliver 
to  the  plaintiffs  any  part  of  the  cinnabar  t^ken  from  said  ground 
or  the  quicksilver  so  produced  therefrom,  or  to  pay  over  to  them 
any  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  said  sales,  and  denies  to  the  plaint- 
iffs and  each  of  them  any  share  or  interest  in  the  same."  But 
neither  this  nor  any  other  averment  found  in  the  complaint  makes 
the  action  one  for  an  account,  legal  or  equitable.  The  averments 
in  the  complaint,  except  in  so  far  as  they  constitute  a  declaration 
in  ejectment  (and  as  we  have  seen  the  court  below  fouud  that  de- 
fendant had  never  disseised  or  ousted  the  plaintiffs),  are  of  facts 
alleged  by  plaintiffs  to  establish  waste  committed  by  defendant  upon 
the  common  property,  for  which  treble  damages  are  asked. 

Nevertheless  since  the  property  is  described  in  the  complaint  and 
the  exclusive  occupation  and  working  of  the  mine  by  defendant 
averred  therein,  and  inasmuch  as  the  court  below  did  in  fact  take 
an  account,  we  have  looked  into  the  findings  and  evidence  with 
respect  thereto. 

We  have  said  that  the  net  proceeds  from  the  working  of  the 
mine  were  rather  in  the  nature  of  profits  from  the  use  than  the 
result  of  the  destruction  of  tlie  inheritance.  But  it  may  be  con- 
ceded, for  the  purposes  of  this  decision,  that  the  relation  of  tJie 
tenants  in  common,  under  the  circumstances  disclosed,  is  sin  generis, 
and  their  rights  peculiar.  That  while  the  extraction  of  ore  from 
the  mine  by  one  tenant,  who  does  not  exclude  his  co-tenants,  is 
not  waste,  and  the  neglect  of  the  latter  to  enter  should  be  held  an 
assent  on  their  part  to  the  exclusive  occupation  by  the  former;  yet 
because  the  effect  of  the  exclusive  working  by  one  may  be  to  ex- 
luuist  the  mineral,  and  the  uncertainty  of  the  prospective  value  of 
the  property  may  render  it  impossible  to  make  a  just  partition  of 
it,  a  court  of  equity  should  order  an  accounting;  holding  that 
while  it  must  have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties  that  the 
tenant  in  occupation  should  not  be  held  for  waste,  nor  prohibited 
from  proceeding  with  his  work  by  the  co-tenants  who  do  not 
seek  to  enter,  yet  it  must  also  have  been  contemplated  that  the 
tenant  in  <>ceu]>ati()n    should  not  appropriate  to  himself  the  entire 
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profits.  If  this  be  so  however  the  co-tenants,  not  in  actual  ck5cu- 
])ati()n,  applying  for  such  account  should  at  least  be  required  to  do 
equity — to  allow  to  the  defendant  all  sums  actually  expended  for 
the  protection  of  the  common  property. 

The  court  below  found:  **The  defendant  has  taken  from  said 
miue,  since  the  18th  day  of  March,  1876,  a  great  number  of  tons 
of  ore,  ahd  has  taken  therefrom  a  large  sura  of  money,  and  that 
all  thereof  has  been  expended  in  the  proper,  economical  and  neces- 
sary development  and  woi'king  of  said  mine  for  said  ore,  and  in  the 
proper,  economical  and  necessary  reduction  of  the  said  ores,  and 
in  properly,  economically  and  necessarily  defending  at  law  the 
common  title  to  said  property,  and  in  proper  payment  for  an  out- 
standing title  thereto." 

The  parties  here  are  not  mining  partiiere,  between  whom  an 
accounting  is  sought.  If  they  can  properly  be  termed  partners 
'•  in  the  profits"  (sefe  the  dictum  in  Abel  v.  Love,  8upi*a),  they  have 
not  by  the  averments  of  their  complaint  declared  themselves  part- 
ners in  any  broader  sense.  By  filing  their  complaint  they  did  not 
make  themselves  liable  to  the  defendant,  or  to  creditors  of  dcfciui- 
iint,  in  case  the  account  of  defendant's  transactions  should  sliuw 
such  transactions  had  resulted  in  a  loss;  they  did  not  make  the 
defendant  their  agent  as  to  debts  by  it  created  beyond  the  proceeds 
from  its  mining,  nor  did  they  subject  their  interest  in  the  mine  to 
any  debts  of  its  creation.  In  their  comphiint  they  impliedly,  if 
not  expressly,  disavow  any  such  purpose.  If  the  plaintiffs  heic 
are  entitled  to  an  account,  their  claim  to  it  is  based  upon  special 
equities;  their  appeal  to  the  court  of  equity  is  on  the  ground  that 
defendant  ought,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances,  to  pay  them  a 
share  of  the  profits.  It  would  seem  plain  that  an  equity  is  in  turn 
imposed  upon  them  to  allow  a  rebate  for  expenditures  necessarily 
incurred  in  protecting  the  common  possession  and  in  buying  in  an 
outstanding  title,  paramount  to  that  of  the  co-tenants,  or  such  as 
a  prudent  man  would  deem  it  proper  to  purchase  to  avoid  expensive 
and  dangerous  litigation. 

4.  Conceding,  for  the  sake  of  the  alignment,  such  an  action 
might  have  been  maintained,  the  present  is  not  an  action  to  recover 
rent  of  the  defendant  as  successor  to  the  tenants  previously  in 
oocupatioti. 

Judgment  and  order  affirmed, 

Ross  and  McKbe,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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People  y.  Mabkham. 

(64  Cal.  1A7.) 

Statute  —  eonstrtuition  —  bribery. 

A  police  officer,  taking  money  in  consideration  of  his  promise  not  to  arrest  a 
certain  class  of  offenders,  is  guilty  of  receiving  a  bribe  onder  a  statute  d<*- 
nouncing  the  receiving  of  a  bribe  by  any  executive  officer  in  a  matter  which 
"may  be  brought  before  him  in  his  official  capacity." 

CONVICTION  of  receiving  a  bribe.      The  opinion  etates  the 
case. 

Moore  y  Laine  &  Lieb,  for  appellant. 

Marshall,  attorney-general,  and  Campbell,  diBtrict-attomey,  for 
respondent. 

McKiNSTRY,  J.  The  charging  part  of  the  information  is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  said  W.  W.  Markham  on  the  30th  day  of  December, 
A.  D.  1882,  at  the  county  and  State  aforesaid,  then  and  there  being 
an  executive  officer,  namely  a  police  officer  of  the  city  of  San  Jose, 
county  of  vSanta  Clara  aforesaid,  did  ask,  receive,  and  agree  to  re- 
ceive a  bribe,  to-wit,  fifteen  standard  dollars,  lawful  coin  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  upon  an  understanding  and  agree- 
ment that  he  would  not  arrest  persons  engaged  in  violating  section 
330  of  the  Penal  Code  of  the  State  of  California,  nor  would  he 
arrest  persons  engaged  in  violating  the  gaming  ordinance  of  the  said 
city  of  San  Jose,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,*'  etc. 

[Omitting  minor  matters.] 

Section  68  of  the  Penal  Code  reads:  **  Every  executive  officer 
*  *  *  who  asks,  receives,  or  agrees  to  receive  any  bribe,  upon 
any  agreement  or  understanding  that  his  vote,  opinion,  or  action 
upon  any  matter  then  pending,  of  which  may  be  brought  before 
him  in  his  official  capacity,  shall  be  influenced  thereby,  is  punish- 
able by  imprisonment  in  the  State  prison  not  less  than  one  nor 
more  than  fourteen  years,"  etc. 

The  seventh  section  of  the  same  Code  defines  the  word  "  bribe  " 
to  signify  any  thing  of  value  or  advantage,  present  or  prospective, 
or  any  promise  or  undertaking  to  give  any,  asked,  given,  or  accepted 
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with  a  corrupt  intent  to  influence  unlawfully  the  person  to  whom 
it  is  given  in  his  action,  vote  or  opinion  in  any  public  or  official 
capacity. 

The  objection  of  appellant's  demurrer  is  more  specifically  stated 
m  his  points  filed  in  this  court.  **  There  Wiis  nothing  (in  the  in- 
formation) to  show  that  any  thing  ever  could  or  did  come  before 
him  in  his  official  capacity  concerning  the  matter.'' 

If  we  understand  the  argument  of  counsc^l  it  is  to  the  effect  tliut 
the  information  should  have  stated  that  section  330  of  the  Penal 
Code  was  being  violated  by  certain  persons  when  the  $15  was  given 
and  received,  with  the  understanding  that  defendant  should  not 
arrest  such  persons,  or  that  when  the  money  was  paid  it  was  paid 
in  contemplation  of  an  intended  violation  of  the  section  by  certain 
persons,  and  was  received  under  an  agreement  of  defendant  that 
he  would  not  arrest  such  persons.  Further  that  in  case  the  infor- 
mation had  alleged  that  section  330  |was  being  violated  when  the 
money  was  paid,  it  should  also  have  alleged  that  defendant  in  fact 
failed  to  arrest  the  persons  guilty  of  such  violation.  At  the  least 
the  argument  of  counsel  for  appellant  involves  the  proposition  that 
in  case  the  information  alleges  that  money  is  paid  a  police  officer, 
and  by  him  received  with  the  understanding  that  he  will  not  arrest 
persons  who  subsequently  shall  commit  a  certain  crime,  it  must 
also  allege  that  some  person  or  persons  did  subsequently  commit 
the  crime,  and  the  officer  having  the  opportunity  and  ability  to 
arrest  failed  to  arrest  such  person  or  persons. 

But  we  think  when  a  police  officer  receives  money  in  considera- 
tion of  his  promise  that  he  will  not  arrest  any  one  of  a  class  of 
offenders  against  the  criminal  laws  he  is  guilty  of  receiving  a 
bribe,  because  the  case  of  one  who  has  committed  the  offense 
and  the  consequent  duty  of  the  officer  to  arrest  is  **  a  matter  which 
maybe  brought  before  him  in  his  official  capacity."  We  are  of 
opinion  that  a  police  officer  who  shall  receive  a  weekly  stipend,  or 
a  single  payment  of  money  in  consideration  of  his  promise  not  to 
arrest  any  violator  of  the  gaming  law  is  not  only  morally  guilty  but 
may  be  found  guilty  under  the  statute,  without  his  trial  involving 
the  necessity  of  the  prosecution  establishing  the  commission  of  a 
distinct  crime  by  a  third  person,  together  with  a  want  of  energy 
and  efficiency  on  the  part  of  the  officer  in  securing  the  arrest  of 
the  third  person. 

The  scope  of  the  definition  of  bribery  is  as  broad  as  the  duties 
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of  the  officer  who  accepts  the  bribe.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  police 
officer  to  arrest,  with  or  without  waiTant,  according  to  circum- 
stances, every  person  who  violates  section  330  of  the  Penal  Code. 
If  therefore  he  agreed  in  consideration  of  money  paid  him  not  to 
arrest  any  person  who  should  violate  section  330,  it  would  seem  to 
the  ordinary  comprehension  that  he  was  bribed  with  respect  to  a 
matter  which  might  be  a  subject  of  his  official  action. 

In  opposition  to  the  view  above  set  forth  appellant  cites  certain 
cases.  They  are:  People  v.  Purley,  2  Cal.  664;  Barefield  v.  Sfaiey 
14  Ala.  603;  Collins  v.  Statey  25  Tex.  Supplement,  202  J  State  v. 
Hughes,  43  Tex.  518;  Newell  v.  Commonwealth,  2  Wash.  (Va.)  88, 
and  Old  v.  Commonwealthy  18  Gratt  918. 

But  thd  decision  in  People  v.  Purley  turned  upon  the  phrase- 
ology of  a  statute  different  from  that  now  under  consideration.  It 
was  held  that  under  the  statute  of  1850,  which  confined  the  offense 
of  bribery  of  a  judicial  officer  to  the  payment  or  offer  to  influence 
sncli  officer  "  to  act  more  favorably  to  one  side  than  the  other  in  a 
suit,  matter,  or  cause,  or  pending  or  brought  before  him,"  it  should 
appear  that  a  particular  legal  proceeding  named  in  the  presentment 
was  commenced  or  at  least  was  to  be  commenced. 

In  Barefield  v.  State  the  defendant  below  had  been  indicted  for 
bribing  a  justice  of  the  peace  by  corruptly  promising  him  $25  to 
influence  his  decision  in  a  certain  controversy  or  proceeding  that 
might  be  brought  before  him,  wherein  Miles  Barefield  was  to  be 
plaintiff  and  W.  H.  Owen  was  to  be  the  defendant. 

Two  of  the  three  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama  held 
that  while  an  offer  to  bribe  a  judicial  officer  was  a  grave  offense  at 
the  common  law,  yet  under  the  stiitute  (similar  to  ours)  it  was 
necessary  to  constitute  the  bribery,  that  there  must  have  been  an 
acceptance  of  the  bribe;  and  also  it  must  appear  that  the  cause  or 
proceeding  was  pending  before  the  justice  when  the  offer 
was  made,  or  that  the  cause  or  proceeding  was  afterward 
instituted  so  that  in  the  ordinary  course  of  it  would  come 
before  him.  Mr.  Justice  Chiltok  dissented  from  his  brethren 
upon  both  the  points  on  which  their  conclusion  rested,  and 
we  concur  with  his  view  of  the  law.  He  said:  "But  I  feel 
constrained  to  differ  with  my  brethren  as  to  the  construction 
which  they  place  upon  the  statute  under  which  the  conviction 
was  had.  In  my  judgment  it  is  not  indispensable  that  the  matter, 
cause  or  ])roceeding  in  which  the  decision  or  judgment  of  the  of 
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licer  is  to  be  influenced  by  the  bribe  should  afterward  be  actually 
brought  before  him,  in  order  to  constitute  the  offense.  But  if  the 
party  corruptly  give  or  promise  any  gift  or  gratuity  whatever 
^with  intent  to  influence  the  act,  vote,  opinion,  decision  or 
judgment'  of  any  officer,  whether  executive,  legislative,  or 
judicial,  on  any  matter,  cause  or  proceeding  which  may 
be  then  pending,  or  may  by  law  come  or  be  brought  before 
him  in  his  official  capacity,  the  crime  is  complete,  although  the 
matter  never  should  come  before  such  officer.  The  law,  it  is  well  re- 
marked, abhors  the  least  tendency  to  corruption;  and  at  common  law, 
attempts  to  bribe,  though  unsuccessful,  were  held  indictable.  1  Buss. 
Crimes,  156  ;  United  States  v,  Worrall,  2  Dall.  384 ;  affirmed  in  Rex  v. 
Plymptm,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1377  ;  Rex  v.  Vaughan^  4  Burr.  2494  ;  Rex 
V.  Polmany  per  Lord  Ellenborough,  2  Camp.  230.  It  is  true  the 
intention  to  corrupt  the  justice  in  regard  to  his  anticipated  action 
upon  the  case  is  not  an  offense  which  the  law  can  punish  ;  but  when 
that  intention  is  evidenced  by  overt  acts  —  when  the  promise  is 
complete  to  confer  upon  the  officer  the  reward,  as  a  premium  to 
incline  him  to  act  contrary  to  his  duty,  and  in  violation  of  the 
known  rules  of  honesty  and  integrity  —  the  defendant  has  done  his 
part  toward  consummating  the  guilt,  and  the  punishment  in- 
flicted is  not  disproportionate  to  the  demerit  of  his  crime.  The 
matter,  cause,  or  proceeding  must  be  one  which  may  come  before 
him,  that  is,  comes  within  his  jurisdiction;  or  which  may  be  brought 
before  the  officer,  or  which  may  be  pending  at  the  time  of  the  cor- 
rupt promise.  The  legislature,  I  think,  did  not  intend  that  the 
prosecution  should  depend  upon  the  fact  whether  the  officer  actually 
had  it  in  his  power  to  carry  out  the  corrupt  agreement  before  the  in- 
dictment was  exhibited.  It  is  sufficient,  I  think,  that  the  subject- 
matter  upon  which  the  bribe  was  to  operate  existed,  and  could 
legally  be  brought  before  the  officer  in  his  official  capacity.  The 
offense  consists,  in  contemplation  of  the  statute,  in  poisoning  and 
corrupting  the  fountain  of  justice,  and  although  the  particular 
deleterious  consequence  designed  to  be  effected  by  the  parties  has 
not  ensued,  the  State  nevertheless  has  an  officer  corrupted,  and 
society  has  lost  all  protection  for  its  rights,  so  far  as  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  law  by  him  is  concerned." 

In  State  v.  Hughes  the  defendant  was  indicted  under  a  statute 
which  made  it  a  felony  to  bribe  a  witness.  It  was  held  that  a 
charge  that  the  defendant  offered  a  person  money  to  avoid  beconi- 
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ing  a  witness  was  not  authorized  by  the  wording  of  the  statute.  In 
Newell  V.  CommonwedUhy  decided  in  1795,  it  was  said  that  a  com- 
mon-law information  which  attempted  to  allege  that  defendant^  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  corruptly  received  a  bribe  to  vote  for  a  certain 
l)er8on  as  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  that  he  did  vote  for  such  person, 
was  too  uncertain  in  not  averring  that  an  election  for  clerk  of  the 
l)eace  was  in  fact  held.  Id  Old  v.  Commonwealih  the  only  question 
considered  was  whether  the  evidence  justified  the  verdict  of  guilty. 
It  was  that  a  new  trial  was  properly  denied.  In  CoUhis  v. 
Slaiey  25  Tex.  Supplement,  202,  the  indictment,  founded  upon  a 
statute,  omitted  to  state  that  the  matter,  to  influence  his 
iiction  upon  which  it  was  alleged  money  was  offered  to  the  district- 
attorney,  was  a  matter  of  such  nature  as  ever  could  come  before 
him  for  official  action. 

None  of  the  cases  cited,  when  analyzed,  would  require  a  con- 
struction such  as  is  claimed  by  appellant  to  be  the  correct  construc- 
tion of  the  section  of  our  Code.  The  nearest  case  is  Barefield  v. 
Stnte^  and  of  that  case  we  remark  that  the  reasoning  of  the  dis- 
senting judge  is  to  us  more  satisfactory  than  that  of  the  prevailing 
opinion. 

Here  the  duty  of  the  defendant  was  to  arrest  those  violating  a 
certain  law,  and  the  duty  was  one  which  he  might  at  any  time  be 
required  to  discharge.  The  matter  might  be  presented  to  him  for 
official  action.  The  67th  section  of  the  Penal  Code  pro- 
vides that  any  person  who  gives  or  offers  a  bribe  to  any  executive 
officer,  with  intent  to  influence  him  in  respect  to  any  act,  etc.,  as 
such  officer  is  punishable.  By  the  67th  section  the  offense  defined 
is  that  of  one  who  offers ;  by  the  68th,  that  of  one  who  re- 
ceives a  bribe.  If  the  witness  who  testified  he  paid  money 
to  the  present  defendant  was  informed  against,  would  it  not  be 
enough  to  allege  in  the  information  that  he  paid  the  money  in  con- 
sideration of  a  promise  that  the  officer  would  not  arrest  any  person 
for  a  violation  of  section  330  of  the  Penal  Code  ?  His  offense  was 
complete.  In  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Chilton,  ''the  legisla- 
ture did  not  intend  that  the  prosecution  should  depend  upon  the 
fact  whether  the  officer  actually  had  it  in  his  power  to  carry  out 
the  corrupt  agreement  before  the  indictment  was  exhibited."  See 
also  People  v.  Ah  Fook,  64  Cal.  380  ;  People  v.  KaUoch,  60  id.  113, 
in  no  degree  conflicts  with  the  views  above  expressed. 

[Minor  matters  omitted.] 
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The  order  denying  defendant's  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  is 
not  appealable. 

Judgment  and  order  denying  new  trial  affirmed. 

Ross,  Mybick,  Shabpsteik,  MoEbe  andTnoBNTON,  JJ.,  con- 
curred. 


Barstow  v.  Say  age  Miking  Gompast. 

(MOal.  868.) 
Corporatum  —  HUe  to  stolen  stock  certificates. 

A  bona  fide  poicliaser  of  certificates  of  stock  standing  on  the  company's  books 
in  the  name  of  the  former  owner,  regularly  indorsed  by  him,  and  stolen 
from  the  present  owner  without  his  fault,  gets  no  title. 

ACTION  for  transfer  of  stock.     The  opinion  states  the  case. 
The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

r 

Columbus  Bartlett  and  Claude  L.  Smith,  for  appellant. 
George  W.  Gordon,  for  Savage  Mining  Company,  respondent. 
James  A,  Waymire,  for  respondent  Rogers. 

Mtbick,  J.  The  facts  of  this  case,  as  presented  in  the  findings^, 
are  substantially  as  follows: 

Prior  to  February  5,  1879,  the  defendant,  the  Savage  Mining 
Company,  duly  issued  its  three  certificates  of  stock,  No.  24843, 
certifying  that  C.  A.  Schmitt,  trustee,  is  entitled  to  thirty  shares 
of  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  company,  transferable  on  the  books 
of  the  company  by  indorsement  on  and  surrender  of  the  certificate; 
No.  25537  in  the  name  of  Randolph,  Mackintosh  &  Company, 
trustees  for  ten  shares,  and  No.  25704  in  the  name  of  Greenbaum, 
Ilelbing  &  Company,  trustees,  for  ten  shares,  in  like  tenor  as  the 
first.  On  the  5th  of  February,  1879,  the  plaintiff  purchased  from 
tJie  owners  thereof,  for  value  paid,  the  said  fifty  shares,  and  re- 
ceived the  said  certificates  properly  indorsed.  Thereafter  on  or 
about  May  1,  1879,  the  said  certificates  were,  without  any  fault  or 
nci^llgence  of  the  plaintiff,  stolen  from  him,  and  were  on  the  6th 
af  May,  1879,  sold  and  delivered  by  the  thief  to  the  defendant 
Rogers,  he,  Rogers,  purchasing  the  same  in  tlie  usual  course  of 
V0L.XLIX  — 89      . 
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business,  for  value,  without  notice  of  any  defect  in  his  vendor's  title. 
The  plaintiff  never  sold  the  certificates  or  the  stock  which  they  rep- 
resent or  authorized  or  acquiesced  in,  or  ratified  such  sale.  On  the 
30th  of  May,  1879,  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  Rogers  the 
return  of  the  certificates,  and  Rogers  refused  to  deliver  Lliem.  Tin* 
intervener,  Kutz,  purchased  the  certificate  for  thirty  shares  (sub- 
sequently to  the  theft)  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  for  valui-, 
without  notice  of  any  defect  in  his  vendor's  title,  and  whatever 
title  he  (Kutz)  has,  he  derived  from  Rogers.  Noire  of  said  fifty 
shares  have  been  transferred  on.  the  books  of  the  company  from 
the  names  of  the  parties  set  forth  in  said  certificates,  except  the 
ten  shares  represented  by  certificate  No.  25537,  which  have  been 
sold  ^or  assessment.  After  the  theft  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded 
of  the  company  a  transfer  of  said  fifty  shares  from  the  names  in 
which  they  stand  as  aforesaid  to  his  own  name,  and  the  issuance  to 
him  of  a  certificate  therefor,  and  sucli  tnmsfer  and  issuance  were 
refused.  On  the  11th  of  August,  1879,  the  intervener  presented 
certificate  No.  24843  to  the  company,  offered  to  pay  any  assessment 
levied  on  the  stock  represented  thereby,  and  demanded  a  transfer 
to  himself  of  the  thirty  shares  and  the  issuance  to  him  of  a  now 
certificate,  which  transfer  and  issuance  were  refused  on  the  ground 
that  the  company  had  already  been  notified  by  plaintiff  of  his 
ownership  of  the  stock  and  of  the  theft,  and  been  du'ccted  to  stop 
traiisfer  thereof,  and  had  been,  in  connection  with  Rogers,  sued  hv 
plaintiff  concerning  the  ownership  of  tlie  stock.  The  court  tlieu 
found  as  to  the  value  of  the  stock  at  the  different  times  involved 
in  the  transactions.  From  these  facts  the  court  below  concluded 
jis  law  that  the  intervener,  Kutz,  was  entitled  to  judgment  against 
the  phiintiff  and  the  company  for  his  costs,  and  against  the  com- 
pany for  $460  damages,  and  that  the  defendant  Rogers  was  entitled 
to  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  Jiis  costs,  and  rendered  judg- 
ment accordingly.     From  this  judgment  tlie  plaintiff  appealed. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  that  the  question  f or  considem^ 
tion  is,  if  shares  of  stock  of  a  corporation,  standing  in  the  name 
of  A.  on  the  books  of  the  corpomtion,  be  owned  by  B.,  the  certifi- 
cate being  properly  indorsed,  and  if  the  certificate  be  stolen  with- 
out the  fault  or  negligence  of  B.,  does  the  purchaser  from  the  thief 
take  title  so  as  to  prevent  B.  from  claiming  the  property? 

1.  It  is  well  known  to  be  the  general  inile  that  a  thief  acquires 
no  title  to  the  stolen  property,  and  that  he  can  pass  none.     '*  The 
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mere  possession  of  chattels,  by  whatever  means  acquired,  if  there 
be  no  other  evidence  of  property  or  authority  to  sell  from  the  tme 
owner,  will  not  enable  the  possessor  to  give  a  good  title."  Covill  v. 
Hill,  4  Denio,  323.  To  the  general  rule  above  stated  there  are 
exceptions  as  to  money  and  negotiable  securities. 

2.  A  negotiable  instrument  is  defined  to  be  "  a  written  promise 
or  request  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  order  or 
bearer."  §  3087,  Civil  Code.  There  ai*e  six  classes  of  negotiable 
instruments,  namely,  (1)  bills  of  exchange;  (2)  promissory  notes; 
(3)  bank  notes;  (4)  checks;  (5)  bonds;  (6)  certificates  of  deposit. 
§  3095,  Civil  Code. 

A  certificate  of  stock,  namely,  that  A.  is  the  owner  of  shares  of 
stock  in  an  incorporated  company,  is  not  a  promise  or  request  for 
the  payment  of  money,  nor  does  it  contain  any  of  the  elements  of 
such  promise  or  request.  "  A  negotiable  instrument  must  not  con- 
tain any  other  contract  than  such  as  is  specified  in  this  article." 
§  3093,  Civil  Code. 

**  The  distinction  between  all  these  (notes,  bills,  corporation  bonds) 
and  corporate  stocks  is  marked  and  striking.  Certificates  of  stock 
are  not  securities  for  money  in  any  sense,  much  less  are  they  nego- 
tiable securities.  They  are  simply  the  muniments  and  evidence  of 
the  holder's  title  to  a  given  share  in  the  property  and  franchises  of 
the  corporation."  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  N.  Y.  and  N.  H.  R,  Co,, 
13  N.  Y.  627;  Sherwood  v.  Meadow  Valley  Mining  Company ,  50 
Oal.412. 

The  case  last  ahove  cited,  Sherwood  v.  Meadmv  Valley  Mining 
Company,  was  an  action  based  on  the  following  facts:  One  Schmei- 
dell  was  the  owner  of  twenty  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  defendant 
and  held  a  certificate  therefor  issued  to  himself,  as  trustee,  and  he 
sold  the  shares  and  delivered  the  certificate,  properly  indorsed,  to 
Levy,  who  lost  the  same,  not  having  had  the  stock  transferred  on 
the  books  of  the  corporation.  The  plaintiff  purchased  (as  he  sup- 
posed) the  stock,  and  received  delivery  of  the  certificate,  for  value, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business  as  a  stock  broker.  It  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  acquired  no  right  to  the  stock. 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Winter  v.  Belmont  Mining  Company, 
53  Cal.  428,  the  facts  were  that  Winter  was  the  owner  of  certain 
shares  of  stock,  and  had  them  transferred  on  the  books  of  the 
company  to  the  name  of  **  M.,  trustee,"  who  indorsed  the  certifi- 
cates in  blank,  and  delivered  them  to  Winter.     Subsequently  M. 
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stole  the  certificates  from  Winter  and  sold  them  in  the  market  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business.  The  couit  in  commenting  on  the 
statute  providing  that  shares  of  stock  may  be  transferred  by  ni- 
dorsement  and  delivery  of  the  certificate,  but  that  the  transfer  is 
not  valid  except  as  between  the  parties,  until  entered  on  the  books 
of  the  corporation,  and  on  certain  prior  cases  holding  that  until 
such  entry  the  stock  may  be  sold  on  execution  against  the  person 
in  whoso  name  the  stock  stood,  applied  that  principle  to  the  cuKe 
before  it  of  stolen  certificates,  and  held  that  the  purchaser  from  M. . 
the  thief,  took  a  good  title.  We  are  not  prepared  to  follow  that 
case  ( Winter  y.  Belmont  Mining  Company),  in  what  is  said  in  the 
opinion  regarding  the  negotiability  of  certificates  of  stock;  but  on 
the  contrary  are  of  opinion  that  the  principle  that  the  thief  of 
the  stolen  property  (it  not  being  money  or  negotiable  securities), 
can  pass  no  title,  should  be  maintained,  unless  the  facts  presented 
by  a  case  should  bring  it  within  the  law  as  stated  in  McNeil  v. 
Tenth  National  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  325;  s.  c,  7  Am.  Eep.  341: 
**  When  the  owner  of  property  confers  upon  another  an  apparent 
title  to  or  power  of  disposition  over  it,  he  is  estopped  from  assert- 
ing his  title  as  against  an  innocent  third  party  who  has  dealt  with 
tlie  apparent  owner  in  reference  thereto,  without  knowledge  of  the 
claims  of  the  true  owner."  Upon  referring  to  the  transcript  in 
Winter  v.  Belmont  Mining  Company,  we  observe  the  findings  of  the 
court  state  that  Winter  delivered  his  certificates  to  M.  with  permis- 
sion that  the  latter  have  the  shares  of  stock  transferred  on  the  books 
and  certificates  issued  to  him  (M.)  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
said  M.  to  vote  at  the  then  coming  election  as  the  owner  of  said 
stock."  Here  was  an  element  upon  which  perhaps  it  might  prop- 
erly be  held  that  Winter  was  estopped  from  saying,  as  to  an  inno- 
cent purchaser,  the  title  did  not  pass;  because  for  one  purpose  at 
least,  viz.,  to  vote,  he  had  authorized  M.  to  appear  to  be  and  act  as 
the  owner. 

But  if  the  purchaser  from  one  who  has  not  the  title,  and  has  no 
authority  so  sell,  relies  for  his  protection  on  the  negligence  of  the 
true  owner,  he  must  show  that  such  negligence  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  deceit. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  owner  Barstow  did  not  clothe  the  thief 
witli  any  apparent  power  to  pass  title.  The  certificates  (though 
jiroperly  indorsed),  remained  in  the  names  of  the  former  owners, 
:ind  when  Rogers  purchased  he  was  not  dealing  with  any  one  whc 
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had  apparent  authority  from  the  owner  to  make  a  disposition  of  the 
stock;  he  dealt  with  one  having  nothing  beyond  bare  possession, 
which,  as  said  above,  does  not  clothe  the  possessor  with  the  power 
of  selling. 

In  conclasion  then  we  are  of  opinion  and  decide  that  where 
stock  of  an  incorporation  stands  on  the  books  in  the  name  of  A., 
and  the  stock  is  owned  by  B.,  and  the  certificate  (though  properly 
indorsed)  i^  stolen  from  B.  without  his  fault,  the  thief  can  pass  no 
title,  and  B.  may  pursue  his  property. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  is  remanded  with  instruc- 
tions to  render  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  But  it  is  not  mani- 
fest that  the  plaintiff  can  have  judgment  against  Rogers  for  the 
value  of  the  stock,  and  also  that  the  incorporation  issue  new  certifi- 
cates to  him;  he  may  have  one  or  the  other,  as  he  elects,  but  not 
both.  It  is  stated  in  the  findings  that  the  shares  represented  by 
certificate  No.  25537  have  been  sold  for  assessments.  Plaintiff 
being  the  owner  of  those  shares  he  should  have  paid  the  assess- 
ments, and  neither  Rogers  nor  the  incorporjjrtion  should  be  held 
responsible  for  his  omission  to  do  so. 

Judgment  affirmed, 

MoRBisoji,  C.  J.,  Shabpstbin,  McKiNSTRY  and  Thobnton, 
JJ.,  concurred;  Ross,  J.,  concurred  in  the  judgment. 
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Waters  v.  Reubeb. 

(16  Neb.  99.) 

Fixtures  —  huildinfj  —  nndor  and piirehamr, 

A  purchaser  in  poHsession  of  land  under  an  oral  contract  of  sale,  built  a  frame 
house  thereon.  The  vendor  afterward  repudiated  the  contract  and  took 
possession  of  the  house.  Held,  that  the  purchaser  could  maintain  replevin 
for  it.» 

REPLEVIN.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaintiff  had 
judgment  below. 

Alfred  W.  Agee  and  Austin  J.  Rittenhouse,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Hainer  £  Kellogg  and  P.  Likes,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Reese,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  replevin  instituted  in  the  County 
Court  of  Hamilton  county,  wherein  the  defendant  in  error  claimed 
the  possession  of  *'one  frame  building  now  in  process  of  erection, 
M7AI  22x50,  with  the  ai)purtenaneos  thereto  belonging,  and  of  thr 
vaku^  of  $350.'*     An  order  of  replevin  was  issued,  but  the  appraised 

*S(>e  ninklry  and  Rtjery  Iron  Go.  v.  Black  (70  Mo.  473),  35  Am.  Rep.  346.  aiu) 

reft^rt'nces. 
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value  of.  the  property  being  more  than  $500,  the  canse  was  certified 
to  the  District  Court  without  further  proceedings.  In  the  District 
Court  the  defendant  in  error  filed  his  petition,  in  which  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy  was  described  as  '*  all  the  lumber,  laths,  shingles, 
nails,  joists,  boards,  and  materials  on  lot  number  fourteen,  in  block 
number  seventeen,  in  the  original  town  of  Aurora,  Nebraska,  at 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  of  the  value  of  $350,  and 
)mxig  the  same  chattels  and  personal  property  mentioned  and 
<1  escribed  in  the  original  petition  filed  in  this  cause,  which  {>e- 
tition  is  hereby  made  a  part  hereof." 

[Minor  question  oyiitted.] 

Upon  issue  joined,  the  cause  was  tried  to  a  jury,  who  returned  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  error  upon  the  question  of  the 
right  of  property  and  of  possession,  and  assessed  his  damages  at 
$50.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
which  was  overruled  and  judgment  entered  thereon. 

[Minor  question  omitted.] 

The  next  and  most  important  question  in  this  case  is  as  to  the 
right  of  the  defendant  in  error  to  maintain  this  action,  it  being 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that  the  building  in  question  was 
annexed  to  the  freehold  and  was  not  a  subject  of  replevin.  Before 
entering  upon  an  examination  of  this  branch  of  the  case,  it  seems 
proper  to  say  that  the  evidence  was  to  a  great  extent  conflicting. 
The  cause  being  tried  to  a  jury,  it  was  for  them  to  determine  the 
weight  of  the  testimony,  and  with  their  conclusion  in  that  respect 
we  must  be  content.  Again,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  building  in 
dispute  did  become  annexed  to  and  a  part  of  the  freehold  must  de- 
pend to  a  very  great  extent  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  and  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties. 

In  order  to  understand  the  exact  point  involved,  a  brief  state- 
ment of  the  material  facts,  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  is  necessary, 
and  which  are  substantially  Jis  follows  :  Prior  to  and  during  the 
month  of  March,  1882,  the  plaintiff  in  error  wiis  the  owner  of  lot 
14,  block  17,  in  the  town  of  Aurora.  About  the  first  of  March  of 
that  year  the  plaintiff  in  error  and  the  defendant  in  error  had  some 
conversation  upon  the  subject  of  the  purchase  of  the  lot  by  the 
tlefendant  in  error.  The  price  asked  by  the  ])laintiff  in  error  was 
$450.  About  the  20th  of  March  the  plaintiff  in  error  left  Aurora 
for  Dakota  Territory,  but  before  leaving  lie  placed  the  lot  in  the 
hands  of  W.  I.  Farley,  a  real  estate  agent,  fur  sale,  and  fixed  the 
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price  at  $500,  making  no  reservations  or  conditions  as  to  whom  the 
lot  should  be  sold.  The  defendant  in  error  testifies  that  he  pur- 
.  chased  the  lot  of  the  agent,  and  the  proof  on  the  trial  would  fully 
warrant  the  jury  in  so  deciding.  The  lot  was  surveyed  and  the 
corner  estabbshed  so  that  the  car|)enters  might  proceed  with  the 
work  of  constructing  the  building  thereon.  The  surveyor  testified 
m  substance  that  the  defendant  m  error  called  upon  him  to  make  the 
survey  and  locate  the  comers.  He  and  the  defendant  m  error 
^*  stepped  into  Farley^s  oflBce  to  ascertain  the  numbers,  and  Reuber 
jisked  Mr.Farley  if  it  was  all  right  for  him  to  go  ahead  and  survey  that, 
as  he  wanted  to  fix  the  comers  before  going  oh  and  building.  Mr.Far- 
ley said  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  all  right,  that  the  lot  was  left  with 
them  for  sale  at  the  price  he  gave.  He  said  it  was  all  right  of  course. 
Farley  told  Mr.  Beuber  to  let  me  do  the  work."  The  witness  further 
testified  that  he  did  the  surveying  immediately  after,  and  the  car- 
penters were  there  at  work.  On  the  cross-examination  he  virtually 
reiterated  his  testimony  in  chief,  saying,  **  Reuber  said  he  was 
already  to  go  ahead  on  that  building  on  that  lot,  and  wanted  to 
know  if  it  was  all  right.  Mr.  Farley  said  certainly  that  it  was  all 
right,  from  the  fact  that  the  property  was  left  there  for  sale  and 
not  withdrawn.  That  there  would  be  no  difficulty  as  to  that,  that 
there  would  be  no  question  but  that  Reuber  would  get  the  lot"  He 
also  testified  that  Farley  said  Reuber  would  be  safe  in  going  on  and 
building  on  the  lot.  That  the  lot  had  been  left  with  him  to  sell 
and  it  would  be  safe  for  Reuber  to  go  on.  It  is  conceded  that  Far- 
ley was  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  and  had  authority  to  sell 
the  lot.  Under  these  circumstances  the  defendant  in  error  took 
possession  of  the  lot  and  began  the  construction  of  the  building  in 
dispute.  Farley  soon  afterward  informed  him  that  he  (Farley) 
had  no  word  from  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  he  did  not  know  how 
about  his  getting  the  lot,  and  it  was  best  for  the  defendant  in  error 
not  to  go  ahead  until  he  could  reach  the  plaintiff  in  error;  he  did 
not  know  where  he  was,  and  he  would  not  guarantee  it,  but  that 
tlie  defendant  in  error  said  he  knew  it  would  be  all  right,  that 
l)laintiff  in  error  had  offered  to  sell  him  the  lot  before.  The  de- 
fendant in  error  proceeded  with  the  construction  of  his  building, 
])lacing  it  on  stones  so  laid  under  the  sills  as  to  afford  a  level  and 
substantial  resting  place,  but  m  no  other  way  attaching  it  to  the 
soil.  Ill  the  latter  part  of  April,  1882,  the  plaintiff  m  error  returned 
lioine  from  Dakota.     The  frame  of  the  building  had  been  put  up. 
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part  of  the  roof,  siding,  joists,  and  flooring  had  been  put  on,  but 
the  building  had  not  been  inclosed.  The  defendant  in  error  had 
evidently  acted  in  good  faith,  fully  believing  he  had  purchased  the 
lot  and  would  receive  his  deed  upon  the  return  of  the  plaintiff  in 
vrror.  In  this  he  was  mistaken.  The  plaintiff  in  error  not  only 
refused  to  make  the  deed,  but  notified  the  defendant  in  error  that 
ije  must  stop  work  and  leave  the  building,  that  it  was  his,  and  that 
the  defendant  m  error  must  let  it  remain  there.  The  defendant  in 
(Tror  tried  the  expedient  of  removing  the  house  during  the  night 
time,  but  the  plaintiff  in  error  appeared  and  forbade  the  removal. 
The  replevin  was  then  sued  out  by  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  first  point  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  is,  that  *^  where  one 
l)erson  enters  upon  the  land  of  another,  and  without  the  assent  and 
agreement  of  the  land-owner  erects  thereon  a  building,  it  at  once 
becomes  a  part  of  the  freehold,  and  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the 
soil."  The  long  array  of  authorities  cited  in  support  of  the  propo- 
sition would  perhaps  deter  us  from  questioning  its  soundness,  were 
we  ever  so  strongly  inclined  to  do  so;  but  in  our  view  of  the  case  it 
has  no  application  here.  But  see  Dietrichs  v.  Lincoln^  etc,  R. 
Co,,  13  Neb.  47.  It  is  also  urged  that  if  the  plaintiff  in  error  had 
been  present  and  known  of  the  erection  of  the  building  his  mere 
silence  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  any 
assent  or  agreement  on  his  part.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  dis- 
cuss this  question  either,  for  he,  through  his  agent,  was  more 
than  silent.  The  lot  was  to  all  intents  and  purposes  sold  to  the 
defendant  in  error.  His  entry  thereon  was  not  wrongful.  He  was 
exercising  the  right  which  he  had  to  use  his  property  as  he  saw  fit. 
Had  he  so  elected,  he  could  have  removed  his  building  at  any  time 
before  the  efforts  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  become  its  owner,  and 
he  would  not  have  been  in  any  degree  liable  to  the  plaintiff  m  error 
for  the  value  thereof. 

In  Lilile  v.  Wtllford,  31  Minn.  173,  the  owner  of  the  land 
executed  to  parties  named  in  the  deed  a  conveyance,  the  land 
conveyed  to  be  held  by  them  as  trustees  for  a  church  named  m 
the  deed.  The  association,  which  was  represented  by  the  trustees, 
took  possession  of  the  land  and  erected  a  church  building  thereon. 
It  was  afterward  ascertained  that  the  deed  was  void  and  conveyed 
no  title.  The  church  association  directed  the  removal  of  the  church 
to  another  site,  and  the  defendants  were  proceeding  to  sever  and 
remove  it  when  they  were  enjoined  bv  the  plaintiff  Little.  Ft  was 
Vol..  XLIX  — 90 
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held  that  he  had  no  right  to  the  church  and  the  injunction  was 
dissolved,  and  Vandenburgh,  J.,  in  writing  the  opinion  of  the 
court  says:  *' As  to  the  plaintiff's  rights  to  the  improvements,  the 
defendant's  equities  are  not  less  strong  than  they  would  have  heen 
had  plaintiff  expressly  licensed  the  society  to  erect  a  church  upon 
the  lot  in  question.  Where  the  authority  of  placing  a  building 
upon  the  land  of  another  rests  upon  his  license,  and  the  consident- 
tion  of  the  case  is  uninfluenced  by  the  unreasonable  laches  of  the 
licensee,  or  other  special  circumstances, he  is  regarded  as  continuing 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  building  and  equitably  entitled  to  remove 
the  same  if  he  elects,  and  if  such  removal  be  practicable  and  works 
no  serious  injury  to  the  land  or  the  premises  of  the  licensor  to 
which  it  is  annexed. "     See  authorities  there  cited. 

The  authorities  all  distinguish  between  an  unauthorized  erection 
of  buildings  upon  the  land  of  another,  and  improvements  made 
thereon  by  his  consent,  as  respects  the  title  to  the  improvements 
or  the  beneficial  interest  therein.  Tyler  Fixt.  88,  81.  Suppose 
the  contract  of  sale  and  authority  to  take  possession  and  construct 
the  building,  pending  the  completion  of  the  contract,  had  been 
made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  and  he  had  afterward  refused  to  exe- 
cute and  deliver  the  necessary  deeds,  would  the  ease  have  been 
materially  different  from  what  it  is?  We  think  not.  The  right  to 
remove  buildings  under  such  circumstances  is  strictly  equitable  in 
its  nature,  but  as  between  the  parties  it  has  come  to  be  recognized 
at  law.     Little  v.  Willford,  supra;  2  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  (5th  ed.)  589. 

The  case  of  Rui<h  County  v.  Stubbs,  25  Kans.  322,  is  quite  simi- 
lar to  this  in  many  respects.  There  the  plaintiff  placed  its  build- 
ing upon  the  land  of  the  defendant  upon  which  he  had  a  homestead 
filing,  with  the  understanding  that  he  should  convey  to  the  plaint- 
iff when  he  procured  his  patent  from  the  United  States.  The 
l)uilding  was  placed  upon  a  permanent  stone  foundation,  but  the 
agreement  with  Stubbs  was  not  in  writing.  Stubbs  obtained  his 
patent  to  the  land,  but  refused  to  convey  to  the  county  and  also  re- 
fused to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  remove  the  house.  The  county  re- 
])levied  the  house,  and  the  Supreme  Court  decided  the  action  conld 
be  maintained.  Brewer,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  used  the  following  language:  **The  house  was  placed  by  the 
])laintiff  upon  the  land  to  which  the  defendant  Stubbs  had  an  in- 
choate title,  with  the  understanding  that  it  should  remain  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff.     How  did  the  plaintiff  lose  his  title?  The 
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manner  in  which  it  was  annexed  to  the  ground  did  not  prevent  the 
intention  of  the  parties  from  remaining  effectiye.  The  bailding 
was,  it  is  true,  on  a  stone  foundation  bat  it  was  held  there  by  its 
own  weight  That  it  coald  be  moved  without  destruction  is  evi- 
dent not  merely  from  the  description  of  the  building  but  also  from 
the  fact  that  it  had  been  once  moved. 

*  *  The  contract  of  purchase  may  be  laid  out  of  consideration,  for 
it  was  void  and  was  repudiated  by  the  owner  of  the  realty  and  it 
was  not  intended  thereby  to  affect  the  ownership  of  the  building. 
*  *  *  The  intention  of  the  parties  made  this  building  person- 
alty, and  neither  the  manner  of  annexation  nor  any  other  matter 
prevented  this  intention  from  being  carried  into  effect.  Demand 
was  conceded.  Replevin  and  not  forcible  entry  and  detainer  is  the 
remedy  to  recover  personal  property." 

The  act  of  the  agent  when  acting  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority  is  the  act  of  the  principal.  Farley  was  authorized  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error  to  sell  the  lot.  The  authority  to  sell  carried  with 
it  the  right  to  put  the  purchaser  in  possession.  He  sold  the 
property  to  the  defendant  in  error,  who,  relying  on  his  purchase, 
made  the  improvement  thereon  for  himself.  The  plaintiff  in  error 
had  not  invested  a  dollar  thereon,  and  to  say  that  he  could  repu- 
diate the  contract  made  by  his  authorized  agent,  and  by  his  repu- 
diation become  vested  with  the  title  to  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant in  error,  is  a  proposition  too  monstrous  to  be  entertained  by  a 
court  of  justice. 

The  plaintiff  m  error  contends  that  the  court  erred  in  giving  the 
first  and  second  instructions  asked  by  the  defendant  in  error.  On 
this  proposition  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  the  instructions  complained 
of  were  in  the  line  of  reasoning  presented  herein.  They  fairly 
submitted  the  case  to  the  jury,  and  were  correct. 

It  is  next  claimed  the  damages  assessed  by  the  jury  are  excessive, 
and  were  given  under  the  influence  of  passion  and  prejudice. 
While  the  damages  found  by  the  jury  are  perhaps  higher  than 
would  have  been  given  by  the  writer  hereof,  yet  there  is  some  testi- 
mony from  which  the  jury  might  have  arrived  at  their  conclusion, 
and  the  amount  is  not  great  enough  to  suggest  passion  or  prejudice 
on  the  part  of  the  jury.  There  is  no  error  suflBcient  to  reverse  the 
case  on  that  ground. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  whole  case  we  are  driven  to 
the  conclusion  that  substantial  justice  has  been  done  and  that  there 
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are  no  errors  prejudicial  to  the  plaintiff  in  error.    Tlie  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  afflrmed. 
The  other  judges  concur. 


Huff  v.  Akes. 

« 

(16  Neb.  188.) 

Negligence  —  imputable — pan'ent  and  child. 

In  an  action  by  an  infant  for  an  injury  by  negligence,  the  parent's  contributory 
negligence  is  not  imputable  to  the  child.* 

ACTION  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  case.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Battan  &  Ragan,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Tanner  <&  Capps,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Reese,  J.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  employed  the  defendant  in 
error  to  labor  for  them  in  and  about  a  cane-mill,  while  engaged  in 
crushing  sugar  cane.  The  defendant  in  error  was  a  boy  of  the  age 
of  eleven  years,  and  while  feeding  the  mill  his  hand  was  caught 
between  the  rollers  and  so  severely  injured  as  to  require  the  ampu- 
tation of  two  of  his  fingers.  This  action  was  instituted  by  him, 
through  his  next  friend,  for  damages  resulting  from  the  alleged 
carelessness  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  in  requiring  him,  at  his  age, 
to  feed  the  cane-mill,  that  being  a  dangerous  employment. 

U]>oii  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  in  error  requested  the  court  to  give 
a  uuiuIkm-  of  instructions,  a  part  of  which  the  court  refused  to  give, 
to  whi(;h  refusal  tlie  plaintiffs  in  error  excepted.  The  jury  having 
returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  error  and  a  motion 
for  a  new  triiil  having  been  overruled,  the  plaintiffs  in  error  bring 
the  case  mto  this  court  for  review. 


*  To  same  effect,  G.  H.  and  U.  Ry.  Co,  v.  Moore  (59  Tex.  64).  46  Am.  Rep, 
t>65.  StH^  McGary  v.  f^rnvt  (63  N.  Y.  104).  20  Am.  Rep.  510  ;  F%tgerald  v.  ^Sif. 
Partf.  rtr.    R.  Co.  (29  Minn.  3:36),  48  Am.  Rep.  212. 
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[Minor  points  omitted.] 

The  tenth  instruction  requested  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  and  re- 
fused by  the  court  was  really  objectionable.  In  it  the  plaintiff 
sought  to  have  the  jury  instructed  that  if  they  found  "  that  the 
employment  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  hired  was  a  dangerous  one 
iiud  the  said  father  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  so  hiring  said  plaint- 
iff to  said  work,  and  that  the  plaintiff  received  his  injury  by  reason 
of  said  dangerous  employment,  but  without  fault  or  negligence  of 
defendants,  but  by  the  carelessness  of  plaintiff  himself,  then  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  suit.  The  weight  of  autliority  is 
that  the  negligence  of  the  parent,  guardian  or  other  person  law- 
fully in  custody  of  a  child  which  is  injured,  will  be  imputed  to  the 
child  so  as  to  bar  a  recovery  of  damage." 

That  the  doctrine  stated  in  the  last  clause  of  this  instruction  is 
held  to  be  the  law  by  some  writers  and  many  courts  of  last  resort 
may  be  true,  but  we  think  the  weight  of  authority  and  the  better 
rule  to  be  the  reverse,  and  that  the  rule  is  now  established,  that  in 
an  action  by  the  infant  for  damages  resulting  from  an  injury  to 
himself  by  the  negligence  or  want  of  care  of  a  third  party,  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  parent  or  guardian  is  not  to  be  considered  or  im- 
puted to  the  infant.  Daley  v.  Worcester y  etc.,  R.  Co.,  26  Conn. 
591;  BeUefontaine,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  18  Ohio  St.  399;  Cleve- 
land, etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Maneon,  30  id.  451;  North  Penn.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mahoney,  57  Penn.  St.  187;  Whirley  v.  Whittemore,  1  Head,  620; 
Oovernment  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hanlan,  53  Ala.  70;  Norfolk,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  V.  Ornishy,  27  Gratt.  455;  Hatfield  v.  Roper,  21  Wend.  615; 
34  Am.  Dec.  273.  But  when  the  parent  sues  for  loss  of  services 
sustained  by  an  injury  to  the  child,  then  the  contributory  negli- 
gence of  the  parent  may  be  a  bar.  Oleassy  v.  Hestonville,  etc., 
R.  Co.,  57  Penn.  St.  172;  Louisville,  etc..  Canal  Co,  v.  Mui^hy,  9 
Bush,  522. 

Objection  is  made  to  the  seventh  instruction  given  by  the  court 
cm  its  own  motion,  but  as  this  instruction  states  the  law  as  it  is 
stated  in  the  foregoing,  we  think  it  not  necessary  to  notice  it  any 
further. 

No  error  appearing  upon  the  record,  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

The  other  judges  concur. 
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Chicaoo,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Okaha  Railway  Com- 
pany V.  Swanson. 

(16  Neb.  254.) 

MatiteT  and  $eroant  — felUnO'ServarU  —  conductor  and  laborer. 

The  conductor  of  a  railway  construction  train  and  a  gang  of  day  laborers  em- 
ployed in  such  construction  and  under  his  orders  are  not  fellow-servants.* 

ACTION  for  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate  by  negligence.    The 
opinion  states  the  case.  The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

John  D,  Howe,  T.  M.  Marquett  and  John  C.  Spooner,  for  plaint- 
iff in  error. 

Thurston  <&  Hall  and  Parrish  £  Lewis,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Cobb,  C.  J.  [Omitting  other  points.]  The  second  point  made 
by  counsel  is  upon  the  instructions  given  by  the  court  to  the  jury 
on  the  trial.  The  instruction  specially  objected  to  and  relied  upon 
as  error  by  plaintiff  in  error  in  its  brief,  was  in  the  following  lan- 
guage : 

"  Ordinarily,  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  by  an  employee  of 
a  person  or  corporation  against  the  employer  for  an  injury  received 
through  the  negligence  of  another  employee  engaged  in  the  same 
common  service.  *  *  *  If  you  find  that  Cames  had  control 
and  direction  of  the  men  who  were  engaged  in  cleaning  the  track, 
juid  widening  the  cut  through  the  snow  at  the  place  where  the  in- 
jury was  received  ;  tliat  the  men  were  bound  by  the  terms  of  their 
service  to  obey  the  orders  of  Cames  ;  that  at  the  time  and  under 
the  circumstances  it  was  attended  with  unusual  and  peculiar 
danger  and  hazard  to  work  in  the  cut,  on  account  of  the  approach- 
ing train  ;  that  Cames  knew  this  and  had  the  power,  authority,  and 
means  to  cause  timely  warning  to  be  given  to  the  men  of  the  prox- 
imity and  approach  of  the  train  ;  that  they  expected  and  relied  on 
him  to  do  so ;  that  he  failed  to  do  so  ;  and  in  consequence  thereof 
the  deceased  was  run  over  and  killed,  this  was  negligence  for  which 
the  railroad  company  was  responsible." 

It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the  decedent  of  the 

*See  Moon's  Adin'r  v.  Hirhmond,  ete.,  R.  Co..  ante,  401. 
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defendant  in  error,  the  deceased,  was  engaged  as  a  laborer  in  the 
employment  of  a  railroad  company.  He  was  one  of  a  gang  of  men 
attached  to  a  construction  train  whose  business  at  that  season  of 
the  year  was  to  clear  off  the  accumulations  of  snow  from  the  rail- 
road track.  One  Games  was  the  conductor  of  the  train,  and  boss 
of  the  men  and  of  the  work  in  which  they  were  engaged.  He  had 
hired  most  or  all  of  them  to  work  for  the  company.  On  the  morn- 
ing of  the  day  of  the  accident,  this  gang  of  men,  consisting  of 
fourteen  men  beside  Games,  the  boss  and  conductor^  left  Oakland, 
and  proceeded  north  with  the  train  to  Middle  Greek  Station,  or 
turn  out.  Here,  after  placing  the  train  on  the  side  track,  the 
conductor  with  his  gang  of  men  commenced  working  back  south 
clearing  out  the  snow  from  the  track.  After  completing  this  work 
through  one  cut  of  lesser  dimensions,  they  entered  the  one  where 
the  fatal  accident  occurred.  This  is  a  cut  of  some  four  hundred 
feet  in  length,  from  ten  to  fifteen  feet  in  depth  in  the  center,  and 
gradually  sloping  to  or  near  a  level  at  each  end.  After  working 
through  the  cut  at  what  the  witnesses  call  flanging,  and  describe 
as  cleaning  the  snow  off  of  the  inner  surface  of  the  rails,  and  hav- 
ing arrived  at  the  south  end  of  the  cut,  the  men  were  ordered  by 
Games,  the  conductor  and  boss,  to  return  to  the  center  of  the  cut 
and  widen  the  channel  through  the  snow,  which  was  barely  wide 
enough  to  permit  trains  to  pass.  The  sides  of  this  channel  were 
nearly  or  quite  perpendicular,  and  the  snow  hard.  A  portion  of 
the  men  had  reached  the  center  of  the  cut  and  commenced  work 
widening  the  channel,  and  some  of  them  had  not  yet  arrived  at 
that  point,  when  some  of  the  latter  discovered  a  train  of  cars  com- 
ing around  a  slight  curve  which  exists  at  or  near  the  north  end  of 
the  cut.  This  proved  to  be  the  regular  south-bound  passenger 
train,  about  nine  minutes  behind  time,  and  running  at  a  speed  of 
twenty-five  miles  per  hour.  Eight  of  the  men  nearest  the  south, 
end  of  the  cut,  and  Games,  who  was  also  near  the  south  end,  suc- 
ceeded in  getting  out.  Six  men,  who  had  got  to  work  near  the 
center  of  the  cut,  including  defendant  in  error's  decedent,  were 
run  over  and  killed. 

The  questions  then  presented  to  this  court  by  this  branch  of  tlic 
uaso  are,  was  the  law  correctly  stated  in  the  above  instructions  ? 
And  was  it  properly  applicable  to  the  facts  as  shown  by  the  bill  of 
exceptions  ?    And  they  must  both  be  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

The  deceased  was  in  the  employment  of  the  railroad  company. 
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in  the  lowest  grade  of  service,  a  day  laborer.  To  him  Games  rep- 
resented the  company  with  all  of  its  authority  and  power.  It  was 
not  for  him  to  question  the  propriety  or  timeliness  of  any  order 
coming  from  this  source,  unless  its  execution  would  carry  him  into 
palpable  physical  danger.  Carnes,  the  conductor  of  the  construc- 
tion train  as  well  as  boss  of  the  gang  of  men,  of  course  carried  ii 
watch  regulated  by  some  standard  of  time  common  to  the  entire 
road.  It  was  his  duty,  on  whatever  section  of  the  road  he  might 
be  with  his  train  or  gang  of  men,  to  know  when  any  regular  train 
was  due  at  that  point.  The  deceased  doubtless  carried  no  chro- 
nometer. Had  he  carried  one  it  would  have  been  regarded  as  an 
impertinence  on  his  part  to  have  claimed  the  right  to  regulate  his 
work  by  it.  So  that  while  it  was  his  duty  to  go  into  the  center  of 
the  cut  and  go  to  work  when  ordered  by  Carnes,  it  was  gross  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  Carnes  to  order  him  there  just  as  the  train 
was  due  at  that  point.  This  was  not  only  negligence  on  the  part 
of  Carnes,  but  it  wjis  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany whose  vice-principal  he  was,  and  which  could  alone  discharge 
its  duty  to  this  employee  on  this  occasion  through  him. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary,  nor  does  the  time  at  my  command 
admit  of  my  going  through  and  comparing  the  cases  cited  on  either 
side  as  to  the  right  of  a  servant  to  recover  from  the  master  for 
injuries  received  by  liim  through  the  negligence  of  jm  overseer  or 
upper  servant  placed  over  him  by  the  master.  While  I  had  sup- 
[)osed  the  law  to  be  pretty  well  settled  on  this  subject,  the  earnest 
claim  of  counsel  at  the  hearing  almost  induced  mo  to  doubt 
whether  tlie  rule,  as  formerly  held  in  Ohio,  had  not  been  departed 
from  or  essentially  modified  even  in  that  State.  But  I  find  upon 
examination  that  such  is  not  the  case,  and  that  that  which  is  held 
in  the  case  of  Little  Miami  Railroad  Company  v.  Stevens,  20  Ohio, 
ilo,  in  1851,  is  substantially  held  in  all  the  cases  up  to  and  includ- 
ing Railway  v.  Lavalley,  3G  Ohio  St.  221,  in  1880.  I  think  the 
rule  is  best  stated  by  Judge  Raxny  in  the  case  of  Railroad  Co,  v. 
Keary,  3  Ohio  St.  201,  in  the  following  language:  "  It  seems  to 
us  clear  in  a  case  like  the  present,  that  as  between  the  company  and 
those  employed  to  labor  in  subordinate  situations  under  the  control 
of  a  8ui>erior,  two  distinct  classes  of  obligations  arise,  the  one  rest- 
ing  on  the  company,  and  the  other  upon  the  servants,  and  both 
founded  upon  what  each,  either  expressly  or  impliedly,  has  agreed 
to  do  in  the  execution  of  the  contract.     It  is  the  duty  of  the  corn- 
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pany  to  furnish  suitable  machinery  and  apparatus^  and  aa  they  re- 
serve the  government  and  control  of  the  train  to  themselves,  and 
intrust  no  part  of  it  to  these  servants,  to  control  it  and  them  with 
prudence  and  care.  As  the  necessity  of  this  prudence  and  care  is 
constant  and  continuing,  the  obligation  is  performed  only  when  it 
is  constantly  exercised,  and  they  cannot  rid  themselves  of  it  by  de- 
volving this  power  upon  the  conductor.  If  they  intrust  him  with 
its  exercise,  in  the  language  of  Judge  Story,  they  in  effect  warrant 
his  fidelity  and  good  conduct.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  servants  to 
obey  the  oi-ders  of  the  superior  thus  placed  over  them,  and  to  per- 
form as  he  shall  direct  If  they  fail  to  do  this,  and  injure  each 
other,  they  violate  their  engagements  to  the  company,  and  are  alone 
answerable  for  the  wrongs  they  do.  In  such  case  there  is  no  fail- 
are  of  the  company  to  do  what  as  between  them  and  these  servants 
it  was  understood  they  should  do,  when  the  servants  entered  the  ser- 
vice. But  they  cannot  be  made  to  bear  losses  arising  from  careless- 
ness in  conducting  the  train,  over  which  their  employers  gave  them 
no  power  or  control,  either  separately  or  collectively,  until  we  are 
prepared  to  say  that  justice  and  public  policy  require  the  conse- 
quences of  duty  omitted  by  one  party  to  be  visited  upon  the  other, 
although  stripped  of  all  power  to  prevent  such  consequences." 

I  think  the  law  thus  established  and  laid  down  in  Ohio  prevails 
substantially  throughout  the  western  States  and  will  ultimately  pre- 
vail everywhere. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
The  other  judges  concur. 


Fabrbll  v.  Cook. 

ae  Neb.  488.) 

Nuieance — i^funeHon — keeping  ofjaek»  and  etaXUcne. 

The  keeping  of  jacks  and  stalUons  and  standing  them  for  mares  near  and  in 
plain  view  of  an  inliabited  dwelling-liouse  may  be  prohibited  hy  injunction.* 

4CTI0N  to  abate  nuisance.    The  opinion  states  the  case.    The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

♦  See  Marsan  v.  Frerirh  (61  Tex.  178),  48  Am.  Rep.  272,  and  note,  274. 
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G,  R.  Chaneyy  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Cki9e  i&  McNeny,  for  defendant  in  error. 

MA.XWBLL,  J.  This  action  was  brought  in  the  District  Court  of 
Webster  county  to  abate  a  nuisance.  A  demurrer  to  the  petition 
was  ovemiled  in  the  court  below  and  a  perpetual  injunction 
gi*anted. 

The  grounds  of  the  demurrer  ai*e:  Ist.  That  the  plaintiff  has  not 
legal  capacity  to  sue;  and  2d.  That  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition 
are  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  petition  that  in  May,  1880,  the  defendant  in 
error  (the  plaintiff  below)  *' became  and  ever  since  has  been  and 
now  is  the  owner  of  lots  7,  8,  9,  in  block  25,  in  the  to^vll  of  Red 
Cloud;  that  the  plaintiff  has  erected  on  said  lots  a  dwelling-house 
of  the  value  of  #1,000  and  otherwise  improved  said  premises,  and 
that  he  resides  in  tlie  dwelling-house  aforesaid  with  his  family,  and 
has  so  resided  since  the  month  of  June,  1880;  that  his  family  con- 
sists of  his  wife,  two  daughters  and  one  son;  that  in  February, 
1884,  the  defendant  (plaintiff  in  error),  John  Farrell,  purchased 
lots  16,  17,  18  and  19,  in  block  26,  in  said  town  of  Red  Cloud,  and 
has  since  occupied  the  same;  that  said  lots  are  directly  across  the 
street  in  front  of  the  dwelling  of  the  plaintiff  above  mentioned,  in 
full  view  thereof,  and  not  more  than  one  hundred  feet  from  said 
dwelling;  that  soon  after  the  defendant  purchased  said  lots  he  be- 
gan to  use  and  permit  others  to  use  the  same  as  a  place  for  stand- 
ing stallions,  jacks  and  other  animals;  that  the  defendant  is  the 
owner  of  a  feed  stable,  which  is  situated  on  a  portion  of  said  lots, 
and  permits  and  hires  out  that  portion  of  said  lots  not  covered  by 
said  stable  for  the  uses  and  purposes  aforesaid;  that  owners  of 
various  horses  and  jacks  are,  with  the  consent  and  permission  of 
defendant,  using  and  occupying  said  premises  as  a  place  for  putting 
jacks  and  stallions  to  mares,  m  full  view  of  plaintiff's  said  dwelling 
and  to  the  great  inconvenience  and  discomfort  of  the  plaintiff  and 
his  family,"  etc. 

[Omitting  a  minor  question.] 

A  nuisance  may  be  defined  as  whatever  is  injurious,  offensive  to 
the  senses,  indecent  or  an  obstniction  to  the  free  use  of  property 
so  as  materially  to  interfere  with  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  life 
or  property.     Regma  v.  Gray,  4  Post.   &   Fin.  73;  Stat9  v.  Purse, 
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4  McCord,  472;  Nolan  v.  Mayor y  4  Yerg.  163;  Pichard  v.  Collins, 
23  Barb.  444-453;  Hackney  v.  State,  8  Ind.  494;  State  v.  Tliytor, 
29  id.  517;  4  Wait  A<3fc.  and  Def.  727.  It  is  any  thing  that  unlaw- 
fully worketh  hurt,  inconvenience  or  damage.  3  Bl.  Com.  216; 
2  Bouv.  Law  Diet.  245;  Com.  v.  0.  C.  R.  Co.,  14  Gray,  93;  Coker 
V.  Birge,  9  Ga.  425.  It  is  a  term  applied  to  that  class  of  wrongs 
that  arise  from  the  unreasonable,  unwarrantable,  or  unlawful  use 
by  a  person  of  his  own  property,  real  or  personal,  or  from  his  own 
improper,  indecent,  or  unlawful  personal  conduct,  working  an  ob- 
struction of  or  injury  to  the  right  of  another  or  of  the  public,  and 
producing  such  material  annoyance,  inconvenience,  discomfort  or 
hurt,  that  the  law  will  presume  a  consequent  damage.  Wood 
Nuis.,  §  1.  There  must  not  only  be  a  violation  of  a  right,  but  an 
essential  inconvenience,  annoyance,  or  discomfort  must  result 
therefrom.  Id. ,  §  9.  A  party  is  entitled  to  the  free  use  and  en- 
joyjnent  of  his  own  property  but  he  must  so  use  it  as  not  to  inter- 
fere with  the  rights  of  others.  Enjoy  your  property  in  such  a 
manner  as  not  to  injure  that  of  another  person,  is  the  maxim  of  the 
law.  That  the  plaintiff  m  error  has  violated  this  rule  is  clearly 
shown  by  the  petition,  and  also  that  the  defendant  in  error  has 
sustained  special  injury  by  such  violation. 

In  Hay  den  v.  Tucker,  37  Mo.  214,  it  was  held  that  the  keeping 
and  standing  of  jacks  and  stallions  within  the  immediate  view  of  a 
private  dwelling  was  a  nuisance;  so  too  the  keeping  of  a  brothel 
near  one's  dwelling.  Hamiltofi  v.  Whitridge,  11  Md.  128.  We 
have  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  below  is  entitled  to  an  injunction 
as  prayed  for  in  his  petition. 

The  demurrer  therefore  was  properly  overruled  and  injunction 
granted.     The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed 

The  other  judges  concur. 
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ae  Neb.  67&) 
Trial —phpiical  examination  of  ptaintiff. 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  of  damages  for  a  personal  injury,  the  court  may 
refuse  to  order  the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a  physical  examination  by  the 
defendant's  medical  witnesses,  in  private,  it  not  appearing  to  be  necessary, 
and  the  plaintiff  having  already  submitted  to  an  examination  by  such  wit- 
nesses in  the  presence  of  the  jury.     (See  note,  p.  726.) 

ACTION  for  personal  injury  by  negligence.    The  opinion  states 
the  point.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Joy,  Wright  £  Hudson  and  L.  W.  Oabom,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

George  W,  Doane  and  Ballard  £  WcUion,  for  defendant  in  error. 

Reese,  J.  This  is  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  the 
Sioux  City  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  for  damages  resulting  from 
a  personal  injury  caused  by  the  explosion  of  an  engine  of  said  com- 
pany, and  on  which  defendant  in  error  was  at  the  time  engaged 
and  employed  as  an  engineer.  The  petition  alleges  that  the  engine 
became  and  remained  defective  and  dangerous  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  answer  of  plaintiff  in  error 
admitted  the  explosion  of  the  boiler  on  the  engine,  but  denied  all 
negligence  or  carelessness  of  the  company;  denied  that  the  plaint- 
iff had  received  the  injuries  as  stated,  and  averred  that  the  explo- 
sion was  caused  by  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  defendant  in 
error. 

There  was  a  jury  trial  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  of  19,250  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  error. 

[Omitting  other  points.  ] 

The  record  shows  that  after  the  defendant  in  error  had  introduced 
all  his  testimony  on  the  trial,  and  had  rested  his  case^  the  *' defend- 
ant (plaintiff  in  error)  moved  the  court  to  direct  the  plaintiff  to 
allow  the  physicians  called  on  the  part  of  the  defense  to  make  an 
examination  of  his  person  with  reference  to  his  alleged  injuries, 
for  which  he  now  seeks  to  recover.     The  court  ruled  that  it  had  no 
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power  to  make  such  an  order,  to  which  ruling  defendant  excepts," 
Error  is  assigned  in  this  court  based  upon  this  record. 

If  such  examination  was  proper  to  be  made,  and  if  the  defendant 
in  error  upon  application  had  refused  to  allow  it  to  be  done,  we  are 
inclined  to  believe  the  court  had  the  power  to  make  and  enforce 
such  an  order.  It  is  fundamental  that  if  a  decision  or  ruling  of 
a  court  is  correct,  the  fact  that  the  reason  assigned  therefor  by  the 
court,  when  making  it,  is  not  sufiBcient  to  sustain  the  order,  the 
fact  of  such  deficient  reason  being  given  will  not  vitiate  the  ruling 
or  order.  The  question  now  before  us  is,  did  the  court  err  in  its 
refusal  to  make  the  order  requested  ?  We  think  not.  It  is  not 
the  province  of  courts  to  make  useless  and  unnecessary  orders, 
simply  because  they  are  so  requested.  There  was  no  showing  mixdo 
to  the  court  that  permission  to  make  the  examination  had  been  re- 
fused by  defendant  in  error,  nor  that  any  such  permission  had  been 
i-equested.  Thei*e  is  no  showing  of  any  kind  that  such  examination 
was  necessary  in  order  to  aid  plaintiff  in  error  in  making  its  defense, 
indeed  there  was  no  intimation  made  that  any  good  could  possibly 
result  or  benefit  be  derived  from  such  an  examination.  The  re- 
(juest  was  made  in  the  midst  of  the  trial.  The  court  was  asked  to 
stop  the  trial  and  send  out  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  for  examination. 
Again,  this  request  hardly  possessed  all  the  elements  of  fairness. 
The  court  was  asked  to  virtually  place  the  defendant  in  error  in 
the  hands  of  the  defense.  It  was  not  sought  to  have  the  examina- 
tion made  by  disinterested  and  unbiased  surgeons  whom  the  parties 
might  select  or  the  court  appoint,  but  by  the  **  physicians  called 
upon  the  part  of  the  defense."  Again,  the  record  shows  that  when 
the  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  defense  were  placed  upon  the  stand 
to  testify  upon  the  question  of  the  alleged  injury,  the  defendant  in 
error  was  asked  to  '*  step  forward  and  allow  the  witness  to  examine 
him,"  which  he  did.  The  record  further  shows  that  the  defendant 
in  error  was  "  asked  to  remove  his  coat  and  vest,  which  he  does, 
and  the  witness  examines  the  back,  sides,  and  other  portions  of  the 
body  of  the  plaintiff;  also  as  to  his  breathing;  also  the  condition 
of  the  eyes,  the  muscles  of  the  leg,  the  condition  of  the  tongue  and 
of  the  pulse."  From  this  it  must  seem  that  even  if  the  court  had 
erred  by  its  refusal  to  make  the  order,  that  error  was  cured  by  the 
examination  made  by  consent  of  defendant  in  error.  The  only  case 
cited  by  plaintiff  in  error  in  support  of  its  position  is  Schroeder  v. 
C,  R.  L  and  P.  R,  Co,,  47  Iowa,  375.     But  there  is  a  wide  distinc- 
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tion  between  that  case  and  this.  In  that  case  the  request  was  made 
after  tlie  jury  was  impanelled,  but  before  any  of  the  testimony  was 
lieard.  The  application  was  in  writing,  and  requested  the  exami- 
nation to  be  made  by  a  *' proper  number  of  physicians,  to  be  se- 
lected, in  equal  numbers,  by  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  it  was 
proposed  by  defendant  that  its  own  medical  oflBcer  should  not  be 
one  of  the  number,  *  *  *  and  in  support  of  this  appliciitiun 
tlie  affidavit  of  a  surgeon  and  physician  in  the  employment  of  de- 
fendant was  filed,  stating  that  he  had  professionally  attended  plamt- 
iff  immediately  after  he  was  injured,  and  had  made  j>ersonal  ob- 
servation of  plaintiff's  condition,  and  had  heard  his  testimony  at 
the  former  trial,  and  it  was  his  belief,  based  upon  these  means 
of  knowledge,  that  his  injuries  were  not  of  the  character  claimed 
by  him  and  that  the  truth  of  the  matter  could  be  ascertained  by  a 
proper  personal  examination  of  the  plaintiff/'  It  also  appears  in 
that  case  that  an  effort  was  made  to  procure  an  examination  of 
plaintiff  in  the  presence  of  the  jury,  as  was  done  in  this  case, 
})ut  the  plaintiff  refused  to  submit  to  it,  and  the  court  would  not 
order  it,  and  that,  too,  after  the  plaintiff  had  testified  that  his  back 
and  internal  organs  were  affected  by  the  injury,  and  that  **  one  of 
his  legs  was  disabled  to  an  extent  that  deprived  him  of  its  full  use, 
and  that  he  thought  it  appeared  to  be  smaller  and  somewhat 
shrunken."  Our  attention  has  been  called  to  no  other  case  upon 
this  subject,  and  we  know  of  no  other  holding  as  the  Iowa  case. 
As  to  the  soundness  of  the  position  taken  by  that  court  we  have 
nothing  to  say.  The  question  is  not  bef(5re  us.  It  is  enough  to 
say  that  under  the  authority  of  that  case  it  cannot  be  made  to  ap- 
pear that  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  case  was  erroneous,  or 
that  it  abused  its  discretion  in  refusing  to  make  the  order  sought. 

Believing  that  the  verdict  is  excessive,  the  judgment  and  decis- 
ion of  this  court  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  granted,  unless  the  defendant  in  error  enter 
a  remittitur  of  the  sum  of  13,000  within  thirty  days  from  this  date. 
If  such  remittitur  is  filed,  the  judgment  to  the  extent  of  16,250 
will  be  affirmed. 

Judgmeni  accordingly. 

The  other  judges  concur. 

Note  bv  the  Reporter.  — See  AUJUson,  etc.,  R.  Go.  v.  Thul,  89  Kans.  466; 
s.  ( ..  44  Ara.  Rep.  659  ;  also,  note,  ante,  191.  In  Sehroedery.  C,  R,  I.  and  P.  R. 
(^o..  47  Iowa,  H75,  the  court  said:     "  To  our  minds  the  propositioii  is  plain  that 
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a  proper  examination  by  learned  and  skillful  physicians  and  surgeons  would 
have  opened  a  road  by  which  the  cause  could  have  been  conducted  nearer  to 
exact  justice  than  in  any  other  way.  The  plaintiff,  as  it  were,  had  under  his 
own  control  testimony  which  would  have  revealed  the  truth  more  clearly  than 
any  other  that  could  have  been  introduced..  The  cause  of  truth,  the  right  ad- 
ministration of  the  law,  demand  that  he  should  have  produced  it. 

"  It  is  said  that  the  examination  would  have  subjected  him  to  danger  of  Iiik 
life,  pain  of  body  and  indignity  to  his  person.  The  reply  to  this  is  that  it 
should  not,  and  the  court  should  have  been  careful  to  so  order  and  direct 
Under  the  explicit  directions  of  the  court,  the  physicians  should  have  U^eu 
restrained  from  imperiling,  in  any  degree,  the  life  or  health  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  use  of  anaesthetics,  opiates  or  drugs  of  any  Iclnd  should  have  been  forbid- 
den, if,  indeed,  it  had  been  proposed,  and  it  should  have  prescribed  that  he 
should  be  subjected  to  no  tests  painful  in  their  character.  A.s  to  indignity  U^ 
which  an  examination  would  have  subjected  him,  as  urged  by  counsel,  it  is 
probably  more  imaginary  than  real.  An  examination  of  the  person  is  not  so 
regarded  when  made  .for  the  purpose  of  administering  remedies.  Those  wlio 
effect  insurance  upon  their  lives,  pensioners  for  disability  incurred  in  the  mili- 
tary service  of  the  country,  soldiers  and  sailors  enlisting  in  the  army  and  nuvy, 
all  are  subjected  to  rigid  examinations  of  their  bodies,  and  it  is  never  esteemed 
a  dishonor  or  indignity.  The  standing  and  character  of  the  physicians  who 
should  have  been  appointed  to  make  the  examination  would  not  only  have 
secured  plaintiff  from  insult  and  indignity,  but  would  have  been  a  guaranty  ' 
that  nothing  would  have  been  attempted  which  would  have  endangered  his 
life  or  health. 

"We  have  been  able  to  find  no  casein  which  the  question  before  us  luis 
been  considered,  and  we  have  been  referred  to  no  authority  by  counsel  that 
seems  to  have  much  application  thereto.  The  courts  have  held  in  divorce 
cases,  when  the  impotency  of  a  party  is  in  question,  an  examination  may  be 
ordered  of  the  person  alleged  to  be  impotent.  See  2  Bish.  Mar.  and  Div.,  §  590 
ft  neq. ,  and  notes.  The  foundation  of  this  rule  is  the  difficulty  of  reaching  tlie 
truth  in  any  other  way  than  by  an  examination  of  the  person.  The  authorities 
referred  to  may  be  regarded  as  giving  some  support  to  our  conclusion. 

**  It  is  the  practice  of  the  courts  of  this  State,  sanctioned  by  more  than  one 
decision  of  this  court,  to  permit  plaintiffs  who  sue  for  personal  injuries  to  ex- 
hibit to  the  jury  their  wounds  or  injured  limbs,  in  order  to  show  the  extent  of 
their  disability  or  suffering.  If,  for  this  purpose,  the  plaintiff  may  exhibit  his 
injuries,  we  see  no  reason  why  he  may  not,  in  a  proper  case  and  under  proper 
circumstances,  be  required  to  do  the  same  thing  for  a  like  purpose  ui>ou  the 
request  of  the  other  party.  If  he  may  be  required  to  exhibit  his  body  to  the 
jury,  he  ought  to  be  required  to  submit  it  to  examination  of  competent  profes- 
sional men." 

In  HdtfieM  v.  St.  Paul  and  D.  R.  Co.,  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota,  Janii 
ary.  1885,  the  plaintiff  having  testified  that  the  injury  in  question  had  rendered 
her  lame,  and  caused  her  to  limp  in  walking,  the  counsel   for  defendant  re- 
quested the  court  to  direct  her  to  walk  across  the  court-room  in  presen<'e  of 
the  jury,  which  the  court  declined  to  do.     The  court  said:  "  An  the  object  of 
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all  jadicial  inTestigations  is,  if  possible,  to  do  exact  justice  and  obtidn  the 
truth  in  its  entire  fullness,  we  have  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  court  in  a 
proper  case  to  require  the  party  to  perform  a  physical  act  before  the  jury  that 
will  illustrate  or  demonstrate  the  extent  and  character  of  his  injuries.  This 
is  in  accordance  with  analogous  cases  in  other  branches  of  the  law.  When  a 
view  of  real  estate  will  aid  the  jury  in  reaching  a  conclusion,  it  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  permit  it.  When  an  inspection  of  an  article  of  per- 
sonal property  will  aid  them,  it  is  not  infrequent  to  cause  the  article  to  be 
brought  into  court  for  the  same  purpose.  Line  v.  Taylor,  8  Fost.  &  F.  781; 
I^ujis  V.  Hartley,  7  Carr.  &  P.  405.  The  practice  in  patent  and  in  certain  equity 
rases,  of  allowing  tests  to  be  applied  before  the  court,  is  somewhat  analogous 
in  principle.  So  is  the  practice  of  divorce  courts,  of  ordering  an  examination 
of  the  person  of  the  party  in  certain  cases. 

"  It  is  a  conunon  practice  to  allow  plaintiff,  in  actions  for  personal  injurieK. 
to  exhibit  to  the  jury  their  wounds  in  order  to  show  their  extent,  or  to  enable 
a  surgeon  to  demonstrate  their  nature  and  character.  This  has  been  held 
proper.  MtUhado  v.  R.  Co,,  90  N.  Y.  370.  If  for  these  purposes  a  plaintiff 
may  exhibit  his  injuries,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  reason  why  under  proper 
circumstances  he  may  not  be  required  to  do  the  same  thing,  for  a  like  pnrpoHe, 
upon  request  of  the  defendant.  In  some  cases  it  has  been  held  that  a  party 
may  be  required  to  submit  to  an  examination  by  competent  professional  men 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  nature  and  extent  of  his  injuries.  Sehroeder 
V.  H  Co.,  47  Iowa,  875;  R.  Go.  v.  Thvl,  29  Kans.  466;  8.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  659. 
Krr>m  analogy  to  such  cases  we  conclude  that  a  court  has  the  power,  in  a 
proper  case  and  under  proper  ciroumstances,  to  direct  the  plaintiff  to  do  a 
physical  act  in  presence  of  the  jury  that  will  illustrate  or  show  the  character 
of  his  injuries.  And  we  are  by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  there  may  not 
be  ciroumstances  where  the  defendant  would  have  a  right  to  such  an  order, 
but  it  is  evident,  from  the  very  nature  of  things,  that  the  propriety  of  such  an 
order  must  usually  rest  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  it 
would  only  be  in  case  of  a  plain  abuse  of  such  discretion  that  we  would  inter- 
fore.  In  the  present  case  we  think  the  court  very  properly  refused  to  direct 
the  plaintiff  to  exhibit  herself  to  the  jury  and  by-standers  by  walking  acro8t< 
the  room.  Such  an  act  would  have  furnished  the  jury  little  or  no  aid  in  de- 
Terniining  the  extent  or  character  of  her  injuries.  The  only  fact  it  could  by 
any  possibility  have  determined  was  whether  or  not  she  was  lame  or  *'  limped/' 
as  she  testified,  in  walking.  But  there  was  already  ample  and  uncontradicted 
evidence  of  this  fact.  Her  own  evidence  on  the  point  was  fully  corroborated 
I>y  that  of  three  or  four  other  witnesses,  her  neighbors  or  members  of  her 
family,  who  had  8tH»n  her  almost  daily  since  the  accident." 

In  White  v.  Milwaukee  City  Ry.  Co.,  Wisconsin  Supreme  Court,  November. 
18H4.  during  the  trial,  counsel  for  the  defendant  made  the  following  request. 
and  the  following  proceedings  were  thereupon  had:  *'  Defendant' $  Counsel  — 
W<>  ask  of  the  court  to  direct  the  plaintiff,  who  is  now  present,  to  submit  her 
lirnh  f.»r  examination  in  a  private  room  attached  to  the  court-room,  privately, 
to  Drs.  Denn  and  Hare,  who  are  now  present,  and  that  if  she  wish  she  can  Ih» 
acrompaniod  by  any  of  her  own  female  friends  who  are  present,  or  any  other 
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phTsieian  whom  she  chooses.  Court  —  I  do  not  see  any  thing  improper  in  the 
request,  bat  I  do  not  think  I  have  any  authority  to  compel  a  suitor  to  submit, 
in  a  case  of  this  kind,  to  any  examination  against  his  or  her  will;  I  therefore 
refuse  the  application.  Plaintiffs  counsel  says:  '  The  plaintiff  herself  declineH 
to  have  the  examination  in  the  absence  of  her  physician,  who,  as  her  attorney 
is  informed  and  believes,  has  left  the  city  since  she  has  been  on  the  witness 
stand.'  *'    The  court  said  on  appeal: 

"  It  will  be  seen  that  the  court  denied  this  request  on  the  sole  ground  that 
he  had  no  authority  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  an  examination  against  her  will, 
ihi  principle  and  authority  we  are  satisfied  that  this  was  error.  The  then 
condition  of  the  injured  limb  had  a  most  important  bearing  upon  the  question 
>  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff's  injuries  were  permanent,  and  an  examination  at 
that  time,  the  results  of  which  would  have  been  put  in  evidence  before  the 
jury,  would  in  all  probability  have  greatly  aided  them  in  determining  the 
oxtent  and  consequences  of  the  injury.  It  would  or  might  have  been  more 
satisfactory  and  conclusive  evidence  on  that  subject  than  the  statements  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  the  opinions  of  the  medical  witnesses.  The  application  for  her 
examination  contained  in  it  every  reasonable  safeguard  against  offending  the 
modesty  or  delicacy  of  the  plaintiff,  and  although  she  might  shrink  from  the 
examination,  yet  the  ends  of  justice  imperatively  demanded  that  she  submit 
to  it.  Such  examinations  are  frequently  ordered  by  courts  in  cases  of  divorce 
for  impotency,  and  in  cases  of  alleged  pregnancy,  and  the  authority  of  the 
court  to  order  them  has  never  been  questioned,  so  far  as  we  are  advised.  In 
WaUh  V.  Sayre,  52  How.  Pr.  834,  the  power  of  the  court  in  a  proper  case  to 
order  a  personal  examination  is  asserted,  and  it  is  there  said  that  it  rests  upon 
the  same  principle  as  does  the  power  to  compel  the  discovery  of  books,  papers 
and  documents,  the  difference  being  that  in  a  case  like  this  the  principle 
extends  to  things  or  substances  as  well.  Schroeder  v.  C,  R.  I.  and  P.  Ry.  Co., 
47  Iowa,  375,  is  to  the  same  effect.  The  opinion  of  Bbck,  J.,  in  that  case,  and 
of  Jones,  J.,  in  Walsh  v.  Sayre,  supra^  contain  very  able  and  satisfactory  dis- 
cussions of  this  question.  It  is  said  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
that  it  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  to  order  or  refuse  an  examina- 
tion. Perhaps  it  does.  But  that  discretion  Uas  not  been  exeroised  here.  The 
court  expressly  denied  the  application  because  of  alleged  want  of  power  to 
grant  it.  We  hold  that  in  a  proper  case  the  court  has  power  to  order  an  exam- 
ination, and  that  this  is  a  proper  case  in  which  to  exercise  it. " 

In  WaJUh  v.  Sayre,  52  How.  Pr.  334.  a  case  of  malpractice,  the  court  ordered 
that  the  plaintiff  be  required  to  appear  and  submit  to  a  personal  examination 
of  the  affected  part  by  the  defendant  and  such  other  skillful  and  competent 
surgeons  as  he  might  name,  under  the  direction  of  a  referee  appointed  by  the 
court  for  that  purpose.  Approved,  Shaw  v.  Van  Renssela-fr,  60  How.  Pr. 
148. 

In  Roberts  v.  Ogdejuburgh  and  Lake  Chamrvplain  R.  Co.,  29  Hun,  155,  it  is 
held  that  in  an  action  of  damage  for  personal  injury  by  negligence,  the  court 
has  no  power  to  order  the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  surgical  examination  of  her 
person,  and  answer  questions  touching  her  sensations.  The  court  disapproved 
Walsh  V.  Sayre,   52  How.   Pr.  334 ;  Show  v.    Van  Rensselaer,   60  id.    143 ; 
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Sehroeder  v.  Ohiaago,  etc.,  B,  Co.,  47  Iowa,  875 ;  and  distingaiflhed  the  doctrine 
of  Deoanbagh  v.  Dewmbagh,  5  Pai.  554,  an  action  for  divorce  on  the  groand 
of  impotency.  After  specially  condemning'the  order  as  to  oral  examination,  the 
court,  by  Learned,  P.  J.,  ol)6eryed  :  "  But  again,  passing  over  such  cases  as 
that  of  Devanbctgh  v.  Devanbagh,  we  know  of  no  right  which  this  court  has  to 
compel  a  party  to  submit  to  any  bodily  examination.  In  a  common-law  action 
like  this  the  jury  are  to  pass  on  the  issues  of  fact.  And  they  are  entitled  to 
see  and  hear  for  themselves  the  evidence.  It  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the 
common -law  system  that  the  evidence  shall  be  produced  before  the  jury.  Ex- 
ceptions to  this  rule  (and  not  desirable  exceptions)  are  those  cases  in  which 
e^adence  is  previously  reduced  to  Writing,  and  then  read  to  the  jury.  Now  if 
a  party  is  entitled  to  the  compulsory  exhibition  of  the  body  of  his  opponent.  • 
it  would  seem  to  follow  that  he  might  have  such  exhibition  made  before  the 
jury.  And  the  court  might  require  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial  and  before  the 
jury,  to  submit  to  the  same  examination  as  is  required  by  this  order.  Nett- 
man  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Go,,  50  Supr.  Ct.  Rep.  412.  It  is  undoubtedly  true 
that  not  unfrequently  plaintiffs,  suing  for  bodily  injuries,  do  exhibit  in 
court  the  injured  part.  Nor  do  we  know  of  any  reason  why  they  should 
not  do  this;  notwithstanding  the  exhibition  may  excite  sympathy.  And 
on  the  other  hand,  all  unreasonable  concealment  of  an  injured  part  (not  justi- 
fied by  any  dictate  of  modesty  or  otherwise)  may  excite  a  doubt  in  the  mind 
of  the  jury  as  to  the  genuineness  or  extent  of  the  alleged  injury.  But  we  can- 
not admit  the  principle,  that  either  in  the  presence  of  the  jury,  or  in  the  pres- 
♦»nce  of  a  referee,  a  party  can  compel  his  opponent  to  exhibit  his  body  in  order 
to  enable  physicians  to  examine  and  question  and  U^tify.  ♦  ♦  *  There 
may  be  danger  that  in  actions  of  this  natnre  plaintiffs  will  exaggerate  the  in- 
juries they  have  received  ;  and  that  defendants  may  be  at  a  disadvantage  in 
ascertaining  the  exact  truth.  But  this  evil  is  far  less  than  the  adoption  of  a 
system  of  bodily,  and  perhaps  immodest,  examinations,  which  might  deter 
many,  especially  women,  from  ever  commencing  actions,  however  great  the 
injuries  they  had  sustained . " 

In  Page  v.  Page,  51  Mich.  88,  a  divorce  case,  the  court  said  :  "  There  was 
also  a  most  extraordinary  compulsory  examination  of  defendant  by  physicians, 
who  stripped  him  and  subjected  him  to  oral  inquisition,  to  compel  him  to  give 
evidence  which  they  could  repeat  before  the  commissioner  for  usCagainst  him. 
What  means  they  could  be  supposed  to  have  for  compelling  him  to  answer 
their  questions,  in  case  he  declined  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  we  do  not  know; 
but  we  are  certain  they  could  not  be  means  known  to  the  law.  We  strike  from 
the  record  all  the  evidence  obtained  by  this  inquisition  also.  It  should  be  un- 
derstood that  there  are  some  rights  which  belong  to  man  as  man  and  to 
woman  as  woman  which  in  civilized  communities  they  can  never  forfeit  by 
becoming  parties  to  divorce  or  any  other  suits,  and  that  there  are  limits  to  the 
Indignities  to  which  parties  to  legal  proceedings  may  be  lawfully  sabjectsd.** 
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(08  Ind.  1.) 
Injunction  —  against  levying  on  land. 

The  owner  of  Uuids  may  have  an  in  junction  prohibiting  the  sheriff  from  Xevj^ 
iug  thereon  an  execution  issued  in  an  action  to  which  he  was  not  a  partj. 

ACTION  for  injunction.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  in- 
junction was  denied  below. 

D.  T,  Taylor,  J,  M.  Smith,  and  T.  Bailey,  for  appellant. 

/.  M.  Haynes,  W.  A,  Thompson,  and  J.  W.  Thompson,  for 
appellees. 

Elliott,  C.  J^  The  complaint  of  tlie  appellant  alleges  that 
the  sheriff  is  about  to  levy  u]>on  lands  owned  by  him  an  execution 
issued  upon  a  judgment  I'endered  against  other  persons,  and  in  an 
action  to  which  he  was  not  a  party.  The  prayer  is  for  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  the  sheriff,  one  of  the  appellees,  from  selling  the 
land. 

The  appellant  contends  that  his  land  cannot  be  sold  upon  a  judg- 
ment and  execution  against  other  persons,  and  that  Jie  is  entitled 
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to  an  injunction  restraining  the  sheriff  from  selling,  for  the  reason 
that  the  sale  would  cast  a  cloud  upon  his  title.  The  appellees' 
position  is  that  no  case  for  injunction  is  made  because  the  sale 
would  be  void,  and  a  void  sale  would  not  cloud  the  title. 

It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  appellant's  land  cannot  be  sold  to 
])jiy  somebody  else's  debt,  but  it  does  not  follow  from  this  that  he 
lias  no  right  to  enjoin  the  sheriff  from  selling  his  land.  There 
can  be  but.  little,  if  indeed  any  doubt  at  all,  that  under  our 
decisions  a  case  is  made  for  an  injunction,  for  they  uniformly 
hold  that  a  land-owner  may  restrain  an  officer  from  doing, 
under  color  of  official  authority,  an  act  that  may  injure  the 
marketable  value  of  his  title  by  clouding  it.  This  principle  has 
found  most  frequent  application  in  cases  of  threatened  sales 
for  taxes,  and  the  uniform  ruling  in  such  cases  has  been  that 
a  sale  of  tax  absolutely  void  will  be  enjoined.  Gh^eeficastle  Tp.  v. 
Black,  5  Ind.  557;  Riley  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  47  id.  511; 
Abbott  V.  Edgerton,  53  id.  196;  City  of  Delphi  v.  Bo^oen,  61  id.  29; 
Morrison  y.  Bank  of  Commerce,  81  id,  335;  Toledo,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
City  of  Lafayette,  22  id.  262;  Hamilton  v.  Am^sden,  88  id.  304: 
Bversole  v.  Cook,  92  id.  222;  Goring  v.  McTaggart,  id.  200.  We 
have  a  great  number  of  cases  holding  that  void  assessments  for 
ditches,  gravel  roads,  and  the  like,  may  be  enjoined,  and  there  are 
many  cases  holding  that  the  enforcement  of  a  void  judgment  may 
be  prevented  by  injunction.  It  is  impossible  to  distinguish  in 
principle  between  cases  of  the  character  to  which  we  have  referred 
and  such  a  case  as  the  present,  and  they  should  be  regarded  as  de- 
cisive of  the  question  here  at  issue,  but  we  have  cases  even  more 
closely  resembling  the  present.  In  Stiaw  v.  Williams,  87  Ind.  158; 
s.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  756,  it  was  held  that  a  sale  upon  an  illegal 
notice  might  be  enjoined;  and  in  Dyer  v.  Armstrong,  5  Ind.  437, 
it  was  said:  *'  Sales  may  be  restrained  in  all  cases,  where  they  are 
inequitable."  An  injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a 
judgment  obtained  without  notice.     Orass  v.  Hess,  37  Ind.  193. 

The  sale  of  land  under  color  of  judicial  process  is  more  than  a 
mere  fugitive  trespass;  it  is  the  assertion  of  a  permanent  right  to 
tlie  laud  and  a  full  denial  of  the  owner's  title,  and  the  rule  is  that 
where  there  is  an  assertion  of  a  permanent  right  to  land  the  owner 
may  maintain  injunction  if  the  right  asserted  is  unfounded.  Er^ 
win  v.  Fidk,  94  Ind.  235;  Kyle  v.  Board,  etc.,  id.  115.  An 
•arsertion  of  a  right  to  seize  land  when  made  under  color  of  official 
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authority  clouds  title^  and  it  has  always  beeu  a  well  recognized 
equity  doctrine  that  injunction  will  lie  to  prevent  clouds  from  be- 
ing cast  upon  an  owner's  title.  It  is  true  that  there  are  decisions 
of  other  courts  holding  that  where  the  act  though  done  under  color 
of  authority  is  void,  no  cloud  is  created,  and  therefore  injunction 
will  not  lie;  but  the  theory  of  our  cases  has  always  been  that  avoid 
)ict,when  done  under  apparent  legal  authority,does  cloud  title.  This 
rule  is  supported  by  weighty  authority  and  is  a  reasonable  one.  It 
cannot  be  doubted  that  a  man's  title  is,  as  to  its  marketable  value, 
injured  by  the  deed  of  a  sheriff  conveying  it  to  some  one  else,  and 
a  man  having  a  title  is  entitled  to  it  in  all  its  vigor  and  value.  No 
reason  in  law  or  morals  can  be  found  that  will  justly  support  the 
position  of  one  who  resists  an  injunction,  where  he  concedes  he  is 
acting  under  color  of  authority,  but  in  fact  has  none  and  is  using 
that  authority  to  seize  and  sell  without  right,  or  the  semblance  of 
justification,  the  land  of  another.  No  one  we  suppose  doubts  that 
u  property  owner  may  quiet  his  title  against  an  apparent  claim, 
though  it  be  never  so  empty,  and  if  he  may  do  this,  surely  he  may 
by  injunction  prevent  that  apparent  claim  from  clouding  his  title, 
without  delaying  until  it  has  assumed  that  shape. 

An  able  author  has  given  this  subject  careful  consideration  and 
he  fully  sustains  the  doctrine  which  has  found  favor  from  this 
court.  In  speaking  of  the  opposite  view  he  says:  "  While  this  doc- 
trine may  be  settled  by  the  weight  of  authority,  I  must  express  the 
opinion  that  it  often  operates  to  produce  a  denial  of  justice.  It 
leads  to  the  strange  scene,  almost  daily,  in  courts,  of  defendants 
urging  that  the  instruments  under  which  they  claim  are  void,  and 
therefore  that  they  ought  to  be  permitted  to  stand  unmolested; 
find  of  judges  deciding  that  the  court  cannot  interfere  because  the 
deed  or  other  instrument  is  void;  while  from  a  business  point  of 
view  eveiy  intelligent  person  knows  that  the  instrument  is  a  serious 
injury  to  the  plaintiff's  title,  greatly  depreciating  its  market  value; 
and  the  judge  himself,  who  repeats  the  rule,  would  neither  buy  the 
property  thus  affected  nor  loan  a  dollar  upon  its  security.  This 
doctrine  is  in  truth  based  upon  a  mere  verbal  logic,  rather  than 
upon  considerations  of  justice  and  expediency."  3  Pomeroy  Eq., 
§  1399. 

It  is  argued  that  the  appellant's  legal  remedy  is  perfect  and  com- 
plete, and  therefore  he  has  no  right  to  ask  the  assistance  of  a  court 
of  equity.     This  entire  argument  rests  on  an  undue  assumption. 
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The  law  nsing  that  term  in  a  limited  sense  and  as  opposed  to  equity 
famishes  no  remedy  for  quieting  title.  One  in  possession  could 
secure  a  decree  quieting  title  only  from  a  Court  of  Chancery  and 
never  from  a  court  of  law;  in  such  cases  no  remedy  at  all  was  ob- 
tainable from  the  common-law  courts.  An  action  of  trespass 
might  give  damages^  but  it  could  not  clear  title.  There  is  there- 
fore no  adequate  legal  remedy.  The  rule  upon  this  subject  is  thus 
stated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States:  **  It  is  not 
enough  that  there  is  a  remedy  at  law;  it  must  be  plain  and  ade- 
quate, or  in  other  words  as  practical  and  efficient  to  the  ends  of 
justice  and  its  prompt  administration,  as  the  remedy  in  equity." 
Watson  V.  Sutherland,  5  Wall.  74.  In  many  cases  this  rule  has 
been  adopted  and  enforced  by  this  court.  English  v.  Smocky  34 
Ind.  115;  s.  c,  7  Am.  Bep.  215;  vide  opinion,  p.  124;  Elson  v. 
(y Dowdy  40  Ind.  300,  vide  opinion,  p.  302;  Clark  v.  Jejfersonville, 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  44  id.  248;  Thatcher  v.  Humble,  67  id.  444;  Sptcer 
y^Hoop,  51  id.  365,  see  p.  370;  Bonnell  v.  Allen,  53  id.  130.  The 
principle  involved  in  the  rule  stated  has  been  carried  much  farther 
than  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  carry  it  in  this  case.  Thus  it  has  been 
held  that  an  injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  a 
judgment  shown  by  the  record  to  have  been  annulled.  Rickets  v. 
Hitchens,  34  Ind.  348.  So  it  has  been  held  that  a  sale  upon  a 
judgment  satisfied  of  record  will  be  enjoined.  Bowen  v.  Clark,  46 
Ind.  405.  A'tenant  by  entirety  may  enjoin  sale  upon  a  judgment 
against  his  co-tenant  of  the  land  owned  jointly,  although  the  record 
discloses  the  character  of  the  title  and  the  nature  of  the  judgment. 
Hulett  V.  Inhw,  57  Ind.  412;  a.  c,  26  Amu  Rep.  64;  Davis  v.  Clark, 
26  Ind.  424. 

The  sale  of  property  not  subject  to  execution,  as  for  instance, 
the  property  of  a  municipal  corporation,  may  be  enjoined.  Presi- 
dent, etc., y.  City  of  Indiaiiapolis,  12  Ind.  620;  Lucas  v.  Board,  etc.^ 
44  id.  524,  553.  Of  the  class  of  cases  just  mentioned  it  may  be 
said  that  the  record  much  more  clearly  discloses  the  fact  that  no 
title  can  pass  than  in  such  a  case  as  this,  for  in  the  first  named 
class  of  cases,  a  public  law  notifies  the  world  that  no  title  can  pas« 
by  the  sale,  and  there  is  therefore  a  much  stronger  application  of 
the  rule  in  such  cases  than  is  required  in  this.  In  the  case  of 
First  National  Bank  v.  Deitch,  83  Ind.  131,  the  court  quoted, 
with  approval  from  a  work  on  injunctions,  the  following:  **  And 
it  may  ho  asperted   a«  a  general  proposition,  that  a  sale  of  lands 
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under  ezecntion  which  would  confer  no  title  upon  the  purchaser, 
and  whose  only  effect  would  be  to  cloud  the  title  of  others,  will  be 
enjoined."  1  High  Inj.  242.  In  view  of  the  cases  we  have  cited, 
we  cannot  perceive  that  there  can  be  any  doubt  that  the  controlling 
question  in  this  case  has  been  set  at  rest  in  this  State. 

Tjooking  to  the  decisions  of  other  courts,  we  shall  find  that  our 
cases  are  not  without  firm  support.  Key  City,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Munsell, 
19  Iowa,  305,  the  case  was  in  all  material  respects  precisely  hke 
that  under  discussion,  and  it  was  held  that  injunction  was  the 
appropriate  remedy.  The  opinion  in  that  case  was  written  by 
Judge  Dillon,  and  makes  clear  the  right  there  adjudged  the 
plaintiff.  The  Supreme  Court  of  California,  in  Hickman  v.  O'Neal, 
10  Cal.  292,  said:  "The  right  of  a  party  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  his 
property  for  another's  debt  is  not  denied,  and  is  supported  by  sev- 
eral decisions  of  this  court"  We  refer,  without  comment,  to  the 
following  cases  as  sustaining  our  views :  Bank  v.  Schultz,  2  Ohio, 
471;  Norton  v.  Beaver,  5  id.  178;  Bennett  v.  McFadden,  61  111. 
334;   Vogler  v.  Montgomery,  54  Mo.  577;   Uhl  v.  May,  5  Neb.  157. 

The  case  of  Cartright  v.  Briggs,  41  Ind.  184,  is  not  in  point,  for 
the  facts  are  essentially  different  from  those  before  us.  In  that 
case  the  main  point  of  the  decision  is  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
title  to  the  land  which  he  sought  to  prevent  the  auditor  from  sell 
ing.  The  decision  in  Trueblood  v.  Hollingsworth,  48  Ind.  537,  in 
80  far  as  it  is  in  point  at  all,  is  against  rather  than  for  the  appel- 
lees; for  the  clear  implication  from  it  is,  that  a  sale  in  such  a  Case 
as  this  may  be  enjoined;  but  the  point  really  decided  in  that  case 
was,  that  the  complaint  was  insufficient  because  it  did  not  state 
such  facts  as  gave  color  of  authority  to  make  the  sale,  and  only 
alleged  "empty  threats."  When  the  case  cited  was  again  before 
this  court,  it  was  expressly  held  that  injunction  would  lie.  Hol- 
lingsworth V.  Trueblood,  59  Ind.  542.  The  decision  in  Mead  v.  Mc- 
Fadden, 68  Ind.  340,  is  that  a  widow  cannot  enjoin  thv  sale  of 
lands  ol  the  husband  upon  executions  received  by  the  sheriff  dur 
ing  the  life-time  of  the  husband,  and  is  not  in  point.  What  is 
there  decided  is  that  executions  bound  the  husband's  interest, 
whatsoever  it  was,  and  did  not  affect  the  widow's  rights,  and  that 
the  lien  of  the  judgments  was  paramount  to  the  widow's  claim  to 
the  $500  allowed  by  law.  No  one  of  these  cases  is  in  conflict  with 
those  heretofore  cited;  nor  can  either  of  them  exert  any  influence 
upon  the  decision  of  the  present  case. 
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The  execution  plaintiffs  were  proper,  if  not  necessary,  parties  to 
this  action,  for  they  were  the  real  parties  in  interest,  and  it  was 
proper  to  bring  them  into  court  for  the  purpose  of  finally  deter- 
mining the  controversy. 

Judgment  reversed  with  instructions  to  overrule  the  demurrers 
to  the  complaint 


Bbichbbt  v.  Gbbb& 

(98  Ind.  78.) 

Nmsofnee  —  daughter-house. 

The  operatioii  of  a  slaughter-house  in  a  populous  locaUtj  is  prima  fade  a  noi- 
sance»  and  may  be  restrained  at  the  suit  of  neighboring  residents  injured 
thereby.* 


in- 


AOTION  for  injunction.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The 
junction  was  granted  below. 

W.  A.  Bickle^  for  appellants. 
H,  C.  Fox,  for  appellees. 

Franklin,  C.  Appellees  brought  this  suit  to  enjoin  appeUants 
from  continuing  a  nuisance  in  the  use  of  a  certain  slaughter-house, 
in  the  city  of  Richmond,  Indiana. 

An  issue  was  formed  upon  the  complaint  by  a  deniaL  There 
was  a  trial  by  the  court,  finding  for  plaintiffs,  and  over  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  judgment  was  rendered  for  plaintiffs.  A  motion  to 
modify  the  judgment  was  also  overruled. 

The  errors  complained  of  and  insisted  upon  are  the  overruling  of 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  and  the  motion  to  modify  the  judgment. 

The  slaughter-house  complained  of  was  situate  on  the  bank  of 
White  Water  river,  in  the  midst  of  three  other  slaughter-houses, 
two  above  and  one  below,  in  the  south-west  part  of  the  city,  all  of 
which  discharged  the  offal  and  refuse  matter  into  the  bed  of  the 
river,  to  be  carried  off  south  away  from  the  city  by  the  running 
water  in  the  stream. 

»  See  FarreU  v.  Cook,  anU,  721 ;  Pruner  v.  Pfmileton  (75  Va.  516).  40  Am 

Rep.  738. 
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The  pluntiff  Geers  resided  about  one  hundred  yards  from  defend- 
ants' slaughter-house^  and  the  plaintiff  Merings  about  three  hun- 
dred yards  distant  on  the  west  side  of  the  river.  There  were  from 
four  hundred  to  five  hundred  people  residing  within  a  radius  of 
one-eighth  of  a  mile  of  the  slaughter-house;  the  most  of  them  north- 
east thereof,  and  composing  the  south-west  part  of  the  population 
of  the  city;  the  river  running  south  upon  the  west  side  of  the  city, 
South-east  of  the  slaughter-house  the  lands  were  low,  wet  and  unim- 
proved. 

The  complaint  charges  that  the  defendants  kept  their  slaughter- 
house in  an  unclean,  impure  and  filthy  condition,  so  as  to  allow  the 
offal  and  refuse  animal  matter  to  be  and  remain  in  and  about  the 
premises  until  they  became  putrid  and  decayed,  filling  the  air  with 
noxious  and  offensive  odors;  the  gathering  in  and  keeping  in  pens 
upon  the  premises  all  kinds  of  stock  preparatory  to  slaughter,  and 
permitting  the  pens  to  become  foul  and  filthy,  until  they  emitted 
offensive  odors,  and  the  causing  of  unusual,  loud  and  hideous 
noises  by  the  stock  while  in  the  pens,  and  their  groans  and  outcries 
while  being  killed  both  by  day  and  in  the  night  time,  so  as  to 
essentially  interfere  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  citizens  residing  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  thereof,  comfortably  living  upon  and  enjoy- 
ing their  property. 

The  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  defend- 
ants' slaughter-house  had  been  kept  for  two  or  three  years  preced- 
ing the  trial.  There  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs 
clearly  tending  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  charges  in  the  complaint, 
and  to  sustain  the  finding  of  the  court.  In  such  cases  this  court 
will  not  weigh  the  evidence  and  reverse  the  judgment  on  account 
of  the  overruling  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  based  upon  the  weight 
of  the  evidence. 

The  court  rendered  judgment  "  that  the  defendants  and  each  of 
them,  agents  and  employees  and  servants,  be  and  they  are  hereby 
perpetually  enjoined  from  carrying  on,  maintaining  and  operating 
a  slaughter-house,  or  permitting  the  same  to  be  done  by  others,  for 
the  purpose  of  killing,  slaughtering  and  butchering  hogs,  cattle, 
sheep  and  other  animals  upon  the  lands  owned  by  defendants,  or 
either  of  them,  as  described  in  the  complaint  and  situate  within 
the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Richmond,  Wayne  county,  In- 
diana, and  bounded  as  follows,  to- wit :  *'  After  giving  a  description 
of  the  land,  then  the  judgment  proceeds  to  enjoin  the  defendants 
Vol.  XLIX  — 08 
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from  carrying  od  and  conducting  the  slaughter-hotise  in  the  man- 
ner in  which  it  had  been  conducted  and  carried  on  aB  charged  in 
the  complaijit. 

A  motion  to  modify  the  judgment  by  striking  out  that  part  in- 
cluded in  the  above  quotation  was  overruled  by  the  court.  The 
conducting  of  the  business  of  a  slaughter-house  in  a  densely  popu- 
lated part  of  a  city  may  not  be  considered  per  se  a  nuisance  ;  still 
it  will  be  considered  prima  facie  a  nuisance.  Wood  Nuis.  571. 
**  Slaughter-houses,  being  generally  of  a  noxious  character,  should 
not  be  esi^blished  in  public  places^  but  rather  in  the  outskirts  of 
towns,  away  from  habitations  and  public  roads,  and  their  establi^- 
ment  elsewhere  is  always  pQrilous  to  the  owner,  for  if  they  cannot 
be  80  conducted  as  not  to  become  of  a  noisome  character,  either  to 
individuals  or  the  public,  they  will  be  stopped  by  a  court  of  ^uity, 
or  by  action  or  indictment  in  a  court  of  law.  Even  when  they  are 
originally  built  in  a  place  remote  from  the  habitations  of  men^  or 
from  public  places,  if  they  become  jictual  nuisances  by  reason  of 
roads  being  afterward  laid  out  in  their  vicinity,  or  i»y  dwellings 
subsequently  erootod  within  the  sphere  of  their  effects,  the  fact  of 
their  existence  [)rior  to  the  laying  out  of  the  roads,  or  the  erection 
pf  the  dwellings,  is  no  defense."  Wood  Nuis.,  §  572  ;  Brady  v. 
Weeks,  3  Barb.  157.  And  the  same  doctrine  has  been  hold  by  the 
Englisli  courts.  See  authorities  referred  to  in  note  to  above  sec- 
tion of  Wood  Law  of  Nuisances ;  Sims  v,  Cily  of  Frankforiy  79 
Ind.  446  ;  Siate  v.  Louisx>ille,  etc.,  B.  Co.,  86  id.  114. 

Ordinary  manufactories,  mills  and  workshops  within  a  populous 
city  are  not  necessarily />^r  se  or  prima  facie  nuisances.  Though 
''  A  lawful  business  may  be  so  conducted  as  to  become  a  nuisance, 
but,  in  order  to  warrant  interference  by  injinnttion,  the  injury 
raust  be  a  material  and  essential  one.  Damages  may  be  paid  by 
the  author  of  the  nuisunocv  and  the  business  not  be  stopped,  but  if 
injunction  issues  then  ihe  right  to  conduct  the  business  is  at  an 
end.  The  necessity  whieli  will  authorize  the  granting  of  the  writ 
of  injunction,  to  restrain  the  carrying  on  of  a  business  lawful 
within  itself,  must  be  a  strong  and  imperious  one.  If  it  were  other- 
wise, all  mills  and  manufactories  might  be  stopped  at  the  demand 
of  those  to  wljon:  they  caused  annoyance,  even  though  the  injury 
complained  of  niiglit  be  slight  and  trivial.  *  *  *  Courts  inter- 
fere by  injunction  against  establishments  such  as  mills  and  manu- 
factories, with  great  caution,  and  only  in  cases  where  the  facts  are 
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weighty  and  important,  and  the  injury  complained  of  is  of  a  seri- 
ous and  permanent  character."  Owen  v.  Phillips,  73  Ind.  284. 
See  authorities  therein  cited. 

But  slaughter-houses  are  of  a  somewhat  different  nature.  They 
necessarily,  to  some  extent,  cause  the  atmosphere  in  their  vicinily 
to  become  impure,  noxious,  poisonous  and  unhealthy.  Hence,  when 
located  in  a  populous  part  of  a  city;  thev  are  held  to  be  prima  facie 
nuisances.  Pruner  y,  Pendleton,  75  Va.  516;  s.  c,  40  Am.  Rep. 
738.  In  this  case,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  court  below, 
the  evidence  failed  to  overcome  this  prima  facie  case,  and  we  think 
the  evidence  fairly  tended  to  support  the  finding  and  judgment 
of  the  court  There  was  no  error  in  overruling  the  motion  to 
modify  the  judgment.     It  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Pkr  Curiam.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  upou  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  be  and  it  is  in  all  things 
affirmed,  with  costs. 


Norwood  v.  Harness. 

(96  Ind.  184.) 

JBxeeutor  and  admMttraior — Habtiityfor  lo$s  of  money  by  failure  ofdepoeitor. 

An  administrator  is  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  estate  funds  deposited  by  him  in 
a  bank  generally  reputed  and  supposed  by  him  to  be  solvent,  by  the  subse- 
quent failure  of  the  bank. 

APPEAL  from  decree  of  final  settlement.     The  opinion  states 
the  case. 

R.  Hill  and  J.  W,  Nichol,  for  appellant. 

Z.  Ritter,  E.  P.  Ritter  <6  B,  W,  Ritier,  for  appellees. 

BicoTBLL,  0.  C.  This  is  an  appeal  by  an  administrator  from  a 
judgment  of  said  court  requiring  him  to  make  a  final  settlement 
report  in  ten  days,  and  to  pay  into  court  for  distribution  the 
moneys  with  which  he  was  chargeable. 

A  citation  had  been  issued  on  petition  of  the  appellees,  requiring 
the  administrator  to  make  a  final  settlement  or  show  cause  why  he 
should  not. 
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In  his  answer  to  that  citation  he  stated  his  appointment  as 
administrator  on  the  3d  day  of  August,  1882;  that  his  decedent 
when  he  died  had  $4,188.80  on  deposit  in  the  Indiana  Banking 
Company,  where  he  had  kept  his  money  since  1865;  that  said  ad- 
ministrator was  informed  by  Ingram  Fletcher,  a  banker  of  Indian 
apolis,  that  said  Indiana  Banking  Company  was  safe  and  solvent, 
and  he  also  learned  that  many  leading  business  men  of  Indianapo- 
lis were  making  deposits  in  said  banking  company;  that  in  view  of 
these  facts  and  believing  said  company  to  be  solvent  and  safe,  he 
had  said  sum  of  14,188.80  transferred  to  his  credit  as  such  admin- 
istrator, and  afterward  kept  it  and  moneys  of  his  decedent's  estate 
on  deposit  with  said  company;  that  he  never  knew  and  never  heard 
that  said  company  was  insolvent  or  embarrassed,  until  it  failed  on 
the  10th  of  August,  1883;  that  he  is  a  farmer  living  about  six 
miles  from  Indianapolis,  and  had  no  safe  way  of  keeping  the  money 
at  home,  and  so  far  as  he  could  learn  said  company  was  as  safe  as 
any  other  bank  in  Indianapolis;  that  he  had  on  deposit  with  said 
company  when  it  failed  $4,103.31,  of  which  he  had  not  been  able 
to  collect  a  dollar;  that  he  has  a  judgment  against  said  company 
for  the  full  amount  of  said  deposit  and  has  made  proof  in  order  to 
obtain  a  dividend  from  the  receiver  of  said  company  but  has  not 
yet  received  any  thing;  that  at  the  time  of  said  failure  he  was  prose- 
cuting a  suit  in  the  Superior  Court  of  Marion  county,  on  a  note 
executed  by  William  Smock  and  Isaac  Smock  to  said  decedent, 
which  was  contested,  and  was  also  attempting  to  collect  a  note 
made  by  W.  S.  Thomas  and  John  Thomas  and  payable  to  him  as 
administrator,  and  was  trying  to  be  ready  for  final  settlement  at 
the  September  term  of  said  court,  1883;  that  no  final  settlement 
could  be  made  before  said  September  term,  1883,  because  at  the 
May  term,  1883,  of  said  court,  a  year  had  not  elapsed  since  the 
date  of  his  appointment  as  administrator;  that  on  the  17th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1883,  he  filed  in  this  court  a  partial  report  as  such  admin- 
istrator, showing  a  balance  in  his  hands  of  $4,103.31,  and  that  all 
of  said  balance  was  on  deposit  in  said  Indiana  Banking  Company 
wlien  it  failed;  that  said  claim  against  William  Smock  and  Isaac 
Smock  was  compromised  about  January  1,  1884,  and  that  all  the 
debts  of  said  estate  have  been  paid,  and  that  said  claim  against 
William  S  Thomas  and  John  Thomas  could  be  adjusted,  and  final 
settlement  now  made,  but  for  the  fact  that  no  part  of  said  deposit 
in  the  Indiana  Banking  Company  can  now  be  collects,  wherefore 
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he  cannot  make  a  final  report;  that  he  is  not  personally  liable  to 
make  good  to  said  estate  said  loss  by  the  failure  of  said  company, 
but  is  bound  to  account  for  so  much  only  of  said  money  as  can  be 
collected  from  said  banking  company  and  its  individual  members. 
The  answer  concludes  with  a  prayer  that  the  final  settlement  of 
said  estate  be  postponed,  and  that  he  be  held  accountable  for  so 
much  only  of  said  deposit  as  he  may  be  able  to  collect. 
To  this  answer  the  petitioners  replied  in  two  paragraphs: 

1.  A  general  denial. 

2.  That  they  are  heirs  at  law  of  the  decedent  and  entitled  to  dis- 
tribution; that  there  were  no  debts  against  said  estate  and  no 
claims  in  favor  thereof;  that  long  before  the  failure  of  said  bank- 
ing company,  to-wit,  on  May  11,  1883,  the  Marion  Circuit  Court 
had  settled  the  question  as  to  the  interests  of  the  several 
heirs  in  the  balance  to  be  distributed,  of  which  said  administrator 
had  notice;  that  said  administrator  kept  the  funds  of  the  estate  in 
the  Indiana  Banking  Company,  upon  an  agreement  to  receive  inter- 
est therefor,  although  he  kept  his  own  private  account  with  another 
bank;  that  before  the  failure  of  the  Indiana  Banking  Company, 
more  than  a  year  had  elapsed  after  the  appointment  of  said  admin- 
istrator, who  ought  to  have  paid  over  and  distributed  all  of  said 
money  before  said  failure,  and  by  his  negligence  in  failing  so  to  do 
said  money  was  lost;  that  said  money  was  deposited  by  said  admin- 
istrator of  his  own  motion,  without  order  of  court  or  consent  of 
parties,  although  at  the  time  of  said  deposit,  said  company  was  and 
long  had  been  insolvent  and  without  capital,  and  that  the  facts  as 
to  its  condition  might  and  ought  to  have  been  known  to  said  ad- 
ministrator, if  he  had  made  any  eflPort  to  obtain  them;  that  said  loss 
was  caused  by  said  unlawful  acts  and  omissions  of  said  administra- 
tor. The  reply  concluded  with  a  prayer  that  the  jidministrator  be 
ordered  to  pay  over  said  money  to  the  clerk  of  thecourt,  and  to  file 
his  report  in  final  settlement. 

A  demurrer  to  the  second  paragraph  of  this  reply,  for  want  of 
facts  sufficient,  was  overruled.  A  motion  for  a  change  of  venue 
was  made  by  the  administrator  and  was  overruled.  The  cause  wfts 
submitted  to  the  court  for  trial,  and  at  the  request  of  the  admin- 
istrator the  court  made  a  special  finding  of  the  facts  and  stated  con- 
clusions of  law  thereon.  The  following  was  the  substance  of  the 
special  finding:  [Omitted.]  Upon  these  facts  the  conclusions  of 
law  were  as  follows:     That  said  administrator  is  not  entitled  to  any 
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credit  for  losses  sustained  by  such  deposit  in  the  In^ana  Banking 
Cohipany,  and  that  he  has  shown  no  reason  why  he  should  not  im- 
mediately settle  said  estate  that  said  Superior  Court  of  Marion 
county  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  any  claim  against  said  estate 
in  said  suit  upon  said  oflBcial  bond;  that  said  estate  and  funds,  and 
the  iidministi'ation  thereof,  are  under  the  control  of  this  court,  and 
can  be  reached  only  by  a  claim  duly  filed  in  this  court,  and  that 
the  order  of  the  judge  of  said  Superior  Court,  and  the  proceedings 
had  in  consecjueucc  thereof,  present  no  excuse  why  said  adminis- 
trator should  not  settle  the  same  immediately. 

To  these  conclusions  of  law  the  administrator  excepted. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  made  by  the  administrator  was  over- 
ruled, and  a  judgment  was  rendered  requiring  the  administrator  to 
pay  the  costs,  and  to  file  in  said  court,  within  ten  days,  his  final 
settlement  report,  and  to  pay  into  court,  for  distribution,  the  mon- 
eys with  which  he  stands  charged.  The  administrator  assigns  errors 
on  his  appeal  as  follows:  [Omitted.]  The  principal  question  in 
the  case  arises  on  the  third  specification  of  error,  which  is  that  the 
conclusions  of  law  upon  the  facts  found  were  erroneous,  and  upon 
the  first  three  reasons  for  a  new  trial,  which  are  substantially  that 
the  findings  were  not  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

The  first  conclusion  of  law  presents  the  question,  when  is  a  trustee 
liable  for  losses  sustained  by  the  failure  of  a  bank  having  on  deposit 
his  trust  money  ?  On  this  subject  the  general  rules  which  govern 
trustees  are  applicable  to  administrators.  2  Williams  Ex'rs,  1717, 
1781. 

**  With  rcvspect  to  losses  sustained  by  the  failure  of  bankers,  or 
other  persons  into  whose  hands  the  money  of  the  testator  has  been 
deposited  by  the  executor,  the  rule,  at  least  in  equity,  seems  to  be 
that  when  the  deposit  was  nuule  from  necessity,  or  conformably  to 
the  common  usage  of  mankind,  the  executor  will  not  be  resix)nsible 
for  the  loss."     2  Williams  Ex'rs,  1545. 

In  Cliurchill  v.  Hohson,  1  P.  Wms.  241,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
ILvRCOUKT  said:  **  Neither  do  I  think  the  executor  Churchill 
ought  to  be  chargc.ibK"  for  the  £500  by  him  paid  to  Goodwyn,  he 
having  been  the  lasliier  with  whom  the  testator  in  his  life-time 
chose  to  intrust  his  money,  and  therefore  the  executor  ought  not 
to  suffer  for  having  trusted  him  whom  the  testator  himself  in  his 
life  trusted.'' 

In    Knight  v.    Plimouth,  3   Atk.  480,  wheiv   a  receiver  in  tlie 
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a)untry  had  collected  rents,  and  instead  of  sending  the  money  to 
London  in  specie,  had  remitted  it  in  bills  of  exchange  upon  London, 
procured  from  one  Winsmore  which  were  afterward  dishonored, 
Lord  Chancellor  Hardwickb  said  :  '*  It  would  be  very  hard  to 
oblige  the  receiver  to  make  good  a  loss  which  was  not  owing  to  any 
default  of  his,  but  as  the  sum  was  large,  it  was  a  necessary  precau- 
tion to  remit  it  by  bills,  rather  than  in  specie,  and  at  the  time  the 
money  was  paid  to  Winsmore,  he  had  no  reason  tb  doubt  its  being 
lodged  in  a  safe  hand." 

In  the  case  of  Belchier  v.  Parsons,  Ambler,  219,  Lord  Hardwicke 
said :  "  If  trustee  appoints  rents  to  be  paid  to  a  banker  *  ♦  * 
and  the  banker  afterward  breaks,  the  trustee  is  not  answeiiible. " 

In  Eowth  V.  Howelly  3  Vesey,  565,  the  funds  of  a  testator  were 
in  his  banker's  hands  when  he  died;  they  were  left  there  by  his  ex- 
ecutor, and  were  subsequently  lost  by  the  failure  of  the  banker. 
The  chancellor.  Lord  Loughborough,  held  that  the  executor 
ought  not  to  be  charged,  and  he  said  :  '*  If  he  had  taken  them  *' 
(the  securities)  *•'  to  his  chambers,  he  would  have  been  liable  to  any 
casualty  that  might  have  happened." 

In  Adams  v.  Claxton,  6  Vesey,  226,  negotiations  were  pending 
for  the  appointment  of  another  trustee^j  and  certain  moneys  were 
temporarily  deposited  with  one  Nightingale,  a  banker,  who  stopped 
payment.  The  deed  of  trust  contiiined  no  direction  for  depositing 
the  money  with  a  banker,  yet  the  master  of  the  rolls  said  :  '*  The 
defendant  Claxton  is  not  to  be  charged  with  the  money  deposited 
in  Nightingale's  bank." 

In  Williams  Ex'rs,  2049-50,  it  is  said  that  even  if  an  execu- 
tor has  admitted  assets  before  suit,  if  a  strong  case  be  made  out, 
he  may  be  relieved  from  the  admission,  as  if  the  money  were  in  a 
banker's  hands  who  failed. 

In  2  Story  Eq.  Jiir.,  §  1269,  it  is  said  of  a  trustee:  "So, 
if  he  should  deposit  the  money  with  the  banker  in  good  credit,  to 
remit  it  to  the  proper  place  by  a  bill,  drawn  by  a  person  in  due 
cix^dit,  and  the  banker  or  drawer  of  the  bill  should  become  bank- 
rupt, he  Avould  not  bo  responsible.  The  rule  in  all  cases  of  this 
sort  is,  that  when  a  trustee  acts  by  other  hands,  either  from  neces- 
sity, or  conformably  to  the  common  usage  of  mankind,  he  is  not 
to  be  made  answerable  for  losses." 

In  Swinfen  v.  Sivinfeii,  29  Beav.  211,  an  executrix  had  the  money 
of  her  testator's  estate  in  a  private  bank  which  became  bankrupt 
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and  the  money  was  lost.  The  master  of  the  rolls  allowed  the  ex- 
ecutrix a  credit  for  the  amount  lost. 

In  Johnson  v.  Newton^  11  Hare,  160,  a  testator  had  £3,000  in 
the  hands  of  his  bankers,  and  his  executors  continued  the  deposit ; 
about  nine  months  afterward  the  bankers  became  bankrupt,  and 
the  estate  lost  thereby  £1,000.  A  master  had  reported  that  •'  there 
were  not  any  purposes  of  their  trust  which  rendered  it  necessary 
for  the  executors  to  retain  the  balance,  or  any  part  of  it,  with  the* 
bankers."  Yet  the  court  held  that  the  executors  were  not  answer- 
able for  the  loss,  and  said:  '4  think  if  the  court  should  hold  parties  in 
that  situation  to  be  liable  for  losses  occurring  under  circumstances 
like  the  present,  it  would  become  impossible  to  find  proper  persons 
to  accept  the  duty." 

In  Hill  on  Trustees,  573,  it  is  said  :  **  So  where  the  trust  funds 
are  properly  deposited  with  a  banker  or  agent,  who  fails,  the  trustee 
will  be  allowed  the  sum  so  lost." 

In  Corn  well  v.  Dechy  8  Hun,  122,  an  administratrix  having  kept 
the  money  of  the  estate  in  her  house,  instead  of  depositing  it  in  a 
bank,  the  nearest  bank  being  twelve  miles  distant,  the  money  was 
stolen,  she  was  held  liable,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York 
said  :  "It  is  repeatedly  held  that  if  a  trustee  in  the  exercise  of  his 
best  judgment  deposits  money  in  a  bank  of  good  repute,  he  is  not 
liable  in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  the  bank.  ♦  *  ♦  Her  hus- 
band had  kept  a  bank  account,  of  which  she  was  aware.  Although 
the  bank  was  some  twelve  miles  off,  he  had  deemed  it  proper  to  de- 
])08it  in  it  there,  and  she  could  and  should  have  done  the  same." 

In  Wharton  on  Negligence,  §  519,  we  find  the  followin^^ : 
i(  ^  ♦  ♦  ♦  trustee  *  *  *  or  executor  has  currency  in 
hand  belonging  to  his  trust.  Is  he  to  keep  this  in  his  own  house  ? 
'IMiis  would  be  negligent,  and  would  make  him  liable  in  case  of  loss, 
except  under  extreme  circumstances  of  vis  major.  His  duty  is  t<> 
deposit  such  funds  in  bank;  and  this  duty  is  satisfied,  apart  from 
statutory  limitations,  if  the  bank  at  the  time  of  deposit  is  in  goo<l 
reputation,  and  if  there  is  nothing  in  way  of  public  rumor  subse- 
quently occurring  which  would  lead  a  good  business  man  to  with- 
draw his  fund." 

"  Trust  moneys  may  be  deposited  for  a  reasonable  time  in  a  bank 
having  good  credit,  if  the  deposit  is  made  to  the  credit  of  the  trust 
estate,  and  not  in  the  trustee's  individual  name  and  iiccount;  and 
the  trustee  does  not  become  liable  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  a  failure 
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of  the  bank  under  these  circumstances."  2  Pomeroy  Eq.  Jur., 
§  1067.     And  see  McCabe  v.  Fowler,  84  N.  Y.  314. 

The  result  of  the  foregoing  authorities  is  that  a  tnistee  is  not 
liable  merely  because  instead  of  undertaking  to  keep  the  trust 
money  safely  in  his  own  house  he  deposits  it  in  a  private  bank 
which  fails,  nor  because  the  bank  is  weak,  unless  that  fact  was 
known  to  the  trustee,  or  might  have  been  known  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  prudence  and  diligence.  The  question  in  all  such 
cjises  is,  was  the  trustee  reasonably  prudent  and  diligent  in  making 
or  continuing  the  deposit?  If  so  he  will  not  be  liable  although  the 
bank  was  and  had  been  insolvent.  Such  insolvency  will  not  affect 
him  unless  he  knew  it,  or  unless  it  was  generally  known,  or  unless 
there  were  general  rumors,  injuriously  affecting  the  credit  of  the 
bank,  which  were  known  to  the  trustee  or  might  have  been  so 
known  by  reasonable  diligence.  There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which 
trustees  have  been  held  liable  for  losses  on  investments  made  con- 
trary to  the  directions  of  the  instrument  creating  the  trust,  or 
without  any  authority  to  invest,  or  upon  personal  security  merely. 
Rehden  v.  WesUy,  29  Beav.  213;  Barney  v.  Saunders,  16  How. 
535;  Darken.  Martyn,  1  Beav.  525;  Perry  Trusts,  §  465. 

But  even  in  relation  to  such  investments,  the  author  last  cited, 
in  the  section  jnst  referred  to  says:  '^  In  States  where  there  are  no 
fixed  funds  or  securities  in  which  trustees  shall  invest,  the  fact  that 
a  testator  has  invested  his  ])roperty  in  particular  stocks,  shares  of 
coi-porations,  mortgages  or  other  securities,  thus  indicating  his 
confidence  in  such  investments,  will  go  far  to  justify  the  trustees 
in  continuing  them ." 

There  is  a  clear  distinction  between  an  investment  and  a  deposit. 
In  the  former  the  trustee  loses  the  control  of  the  money;  in  the 
latter  he  retains  it.  His  business  is  to  keep  the  money  safely  and 
banks  are  commonly  used  as  safe  places  of  deposit  by  prudent  men. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  decisions  upon  investments  which  impairs 
the  force  of  the  cases  above  cited  as  to  deposits, or  changes  the  rule 
to  be  deduced  therefrom  as  hereinbefore  set  forth. 

[Omitting  considerations  of  fact.] 

We  think  that  the  finding  that  *^for  five  years  this  bank  had  the 
reputation  of  being  an  unsafe  and  weak  bank  in  Indianapolis  and 
the  surrounding  neighborhood,  which  reputation  said  Norwood 
could  have  learned  by  ordinary  or  reasonable  diligence,"  is  contrary 
to  the  evidence,  and  that  tli  ore  fore  the  court  erred  in  overruling 
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the  ^notion  for  a  uew  trial.  This  result  renders  it  nnneoessary  to 
consider  any  of  the  other  reasons  alleged  for  a  new  trial,  or  any 
other  of  the  errors  assigned. 

Per  Curiam.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  on  the  foregoing  opinion, 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  in 
all  things  reversed,  at  the  costs  of  the  appellees,  and  this  cause  is 
remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

Reversed  and  reminded. 


Elkhart  Coukty  Lodob  v.  Crabt. 

(W  Ind.  288.) 
CarUrtici  —  ogainM  publie  policy. 

The  owners  of  land  in  a  city  agreed  with  the  owners  of  an  adjacent  building 
that  if  the  latter  would  offer  that  building  to  the  government  for  a  nominal 
rent  for  a  post-office  for  ten  years,  and  use  all  **  proper  persuasion  "  to  secun* 
its  acceptance,  they  would  pay  them  a  certain  sum  annuaUy  for  that  period, 
in  case  of  the  government's  acceptance.  The  building  was  accepted  by  th«' 
government,  one  of  the  owners,  a  personal  friend  of  the  postmaster-geueral, 
truthfully  representing  to  him  that  the  situation  was  suitable,  and  notes  wen- 
given  by  the  defendants  for  the  annual  installments  as  agreed.  HM.  that 
the  agreement  was  against  public  policy  and   the  notes  were  void. 

ACTION  on  notes.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  defend- 
ant had  judgment  below. 

A.  D.  Wilson,  Davis,  J.  H.  Baker  and  /.  A.  S.  MitchM,  for  ap- 
})ellants. 

W,  S.  Stone,  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  C.  J.  The  material  facts  of  this  case  are  these:  In 
October,  1878,  the  post-office  in  Goshen  was  kept  in  a  room  not 
jiflfording  suitable  accommodations  for  the  public,  and  there  was  a 
necessity  for  its  removal.  The  postmaster  was  required  by  the 
government  to  furnish  a  room  for  the  office  and  the  rent  was  pay- 
able out  of  his  salary.     The  value  of  adjacent  property  was  en- 
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hanced  by  the  location  of  the  post-office  and  its  rental  value  in- 
creased. The  citizens  of  Goshen  requested  that  the  location  of  the 
office  should  be  changed,  and  thereupon  a  competition  arose  between 
property  ownere  of  two  localities,  and  propeiiy  owners  on  Main 
street  made  a  proposition  to  the  department  that  they  would  furnish 
a  suitable  building  for  the  office,  and  this  proposition  was  made 
known  to  the  appellants  who  were  property  owners  on  Market 
street,  and  were  desirous  of  having  the  post-office  located  on  that 
street.  The  appellants  were  the  owners  of  a  brick  building  on 
Market  street,  in  course  of  erection,  which  was  suitably  located  for 
the  post-office;  the  appellee  was  the  owner  of  real  estate  in  the 
vicinity  of  appellants'  building  and  was  desirous  of  having  the 
post-office  located  near  his  property.  The  appellants  proposed  to 
the  appellee  and  other  property  owners,  that  they  would  fit  up  a 
room  in  their  building  with  all  suitable  conveniences  and  equip- 
ments for  a  post-office,  and  tender  it  to  the  government,  rent  free 
or  for  a  nominal  rent  for  ten  years,  on  condition  that  the  post- 
office  should  be  maintained  in  the  room  for  that  period.  A  verbal 
preliminary  agreement  was  made,  wherein  the  property  owners 
agreed  that  they  would  each  pay  to  the  appellants  a  certuin  sum 
yearly  for  ten  years,  provided  the  appellants  would  propose  to  tlie 
government  to  yield  their  room  for  a  post-office  at  a  nominal  n^iit 
for  ten  years,  and  that  "  they  would  use  all  proper  ijoi-sucision  to 
secure  the  location  of  the  post-office  in  their  room."  The  notes  in 
suit  were  executed  pursuant  to  this  agreement,  and  for  the  consider- 
ation therein  specified.  One  of  the  appellants  was  a  personal  friend 
of  the  postmaster-general,  and  represented  to  that  officer  that  the 
location  was  a  suitable  one,  and  urged  upon  him  the  propriety  of 
placing  the  office  in  appellants'  building.  The  representation  that 
the  location  was  a  suitable  one  was  true.  The  proposition  made 
by  the  appellants  wiis  accepted  by  the  government,  and  the  nominal 
rent  of  112  per  annum  was  agreed  upon,  and  the  room  leased  for  a 
period  of  ten  years  for  a  post-office. 

The  material  deduction  of  fact  from  these  subsidiary  facts  is 
that  the  parties  formed  a  combination  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
the  location  of  a  public  office,  and  as  part  of  the  plan  the  appellants 
undertook  that  certain  individuals  of  their  number  should  use  thoir 
influence  with  the  government  officers  to  effect  the  purpose  of  the 
combination,  and  tluit  the  agreement  to  pay  for  such  services  wiis 
contingent  upon  the  success  of  the  scheme. 
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It  has  long  been  established  that  a  contract  against  public  policy 
will  not  be  enforced.  This  principle  is  firmly  fixed  and  has  often 
been  applied  to  contracts.  There  can  therefore  be  no  doubt  as  to 
the  existence  of  the  rule;  the  only  question  is  as  to  its  applicability 
to  the  facts  of  this  case. 

Where  the  general  public  has  an  interest  in  the  location  of  an 
office,  a  railroad  station,  or  the  like,  a  contract  to  secure  its  location 
at  a  particular  place  is  held  to  be  against  public  policy  and  not  en- 
forceable. There  are  very  many  cases  holding  that  an  agreement 
to  locate  a  railroad  station  at  a  designated  place  is  not  enforceable 
because  against  public  policy.  SL  LouiSy  etc,  R,  Co.  v.  Maihers, 
104  111.  257;  Williamson  v.  (Jhicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  53  Iowa,  126;  8. 
c,  36  Am.  Rep.  206;  vide  authorities  n.  214.  The  principle  upon 
which  these  cases  proceed  is  that  the  public  good,  and  not  private 
interest,  should  control  in  the  location  of  railroad  depots,  and  this 
principle  certainly  applies  with  full  force  to  an  office  of  a  purely 
public  character,  such  as  a  post-office.  We  find  in  these  railroad 
cases,  and  there  are  very  many  of  them,  a  principle  which  supplies 
a  rule  governing  such  a  case  as  the  present.  It  is  true  that  there 
is  some  difference  in  the  views  of  the  courts  upon  the  question 
whether  an  agreement  for  the  location  of  a  depot  is  valid  when  it 
does  not  restrict  the  location  to  the  place  named,  and  no  other, 
but  upon  the  general  principle  there  is  entire  harmony.  In  the 
present  case  the  difference  in  the  opinions  of  the  courts  is  an  unim- 
portant consideration,  for  here  the  location  is  restricted  to  one 
place  and  no  other,  for  a  period  of  ten  ycai*s,  and  the  case  there- 
fore falls  within  the  holding  of  the  cases  most  favorubk*  to  the 
appellants.  We  say  that  the  location  is  restricted  to  one  place  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  matter  of  judicial  knowledge  that  but  one 
post-office  can  be  located  in  the  city  of  Goshen.  While  the  cases 
of  wliich  we  have  spoken  establish  a  principle  which  rules  this  case, 
there  are  others,  which  in  their  general  features  more  nearly 
resemble  the  one  at  bar.  Closely  analogous  in  principle  are  those 
cases  which  hold  that  contniots  which  may  tend  to  the  injury  of 
the  public  service  are  void.  Card  v.  HopCy  2  B.  &  C.  661;  WeUs 
v.  Foster,  8  M.  &  W.  149;  Blackford  v.  Preston,  8  T.  IL  89;  Tool 
Co.  v.  No7Tis,  2  Wall.  45;  Ashburner  v.  Parrish,  81  Penn.  St.  52. 

There  are  many  phases  of  injury  to  the  public  service,  and  wo 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  examine  the  cases  upon  the  subject,  for 
we  think  it  quite  clear  that  a  contract  which  is  made  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  securing  the  location  of  an  important  office  connected  with 
the  public  service  for  individual  benefit,  rather  than  for  the  public 
good,  tends  to  the  injury  of  the  public  service.  The  case  made  by 
the  evidence  falls  fully  within  the  principle  that  contracts  which 
tend  to  improperly  influence  those  engaged  in  the  public  service,  or 
which  tend  to  subordinate  the  public  welfare  to  individual  gain, 
are  not  enforceable  in  any  court  of  justice.  Pollock  Cont.  379; 
Anson  Cont.  175;  1  Whart.  Cont.,  §§  402  to  414  inclusive.  A 
wholesome  rule  of  law  is  that  parties  should  not  be  permitted  to 
make  contracte  which  are  likely  to  set  private  interests  in  opposi- 
tion to  public  duty  or  to  the  public  welfare.  This  rule  is  recog- 
nized in  our  own  case  of  Maguire  v.  Smocky  42  Ind.  1;  8.  c,  13 
Am.  Rep.  353,  where  it  was  held  that  an  agreement  to  pay  a  con- 
sideration to  a  property  owner  for  signing  a  petition  to  secure  the 
improvement  of  a  street  was  void,  although  there  was  no  fraud, 
and  although  the  person  to  whom  the  promise  was  made  was  really 
in  favor  of  the  improvement. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  actual  fraud  should  be  shown,  for  a  con- 
tract which  tends  to  the  injury  of  the  public  service  is  void, 
although  the  parties  entered  into  it  honestly  and  proceeded  under 
it  in  good  faith.  The  courts  do  not  inquire  into  the  motives  of 
the  parties  in  the  particular  case  to  ascertain  whether  they  were 
corrupt  or  not,  but  stop  when  it  is  ascertained  that  the  contract  is 
one  which  is  opposed  to  public  policy.  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  show 
that  any  evil  was  in  fact  done  by  or  through  the  contract.  The 
purpose  of  the  rule  is  to  prevent  persons  from  assuming  a  position 
where  selfish  motives  may  impel  them  to  sacrifice  the  public  good 
to  private  benefit.  An  English  author  says:  "But  an  agreement 
which  has  an  apparent  tendency  that  way,  though  an  intention  to 
use  unlawful  means  be  not  admitted,  or  even  be  nominally  dis- 
claimed, will  equally  be  held  void."  Pollock  Prin.  Cont.  286.  In 
the  case  of  Tool  Co,  v.  NorriSy  supra,  the  court  said:  "All  agree- 
ments for  pecuniary  considerations  to  control  the  business  opera- 
tions of  the  government,  or  the  regular  administration  of  justice, 
or  the  appointments  to  public  offices,  or  the  ordinary  course  of  leg- 
islation, are  void  as  against  public  policy  without  reference  to  the 
question  whether  improper  means  are  contemplated  or  used  in  their 
execution.  The  law  looks  to  the  general  tendency  of  such  agree- 
ments; and  it  closes  the  door  to  temptation  by  refusing  them  recog- 
nition in  any  of  the  courts  of  the  country." 
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The  case  in  hand  is  plainly  distinguishable  from  those  in  which 
a  promise  is  made  to  the  public  through  its  representatives.  Here 
the  motive  of  the  contracting  parties  was  to  secure  the  location  of 
a  public  oflSce  to  advance  their  private  interests,  and  not  to  benefit 
the  public  and  here  too  there  was  competition  between  two  locali- 
ties. The  case  therefore  is  one  in  which  there  should  have  been 
no  influence  brought  to  bear  upon  the  decision  of  the  contest  except 
that  of  the  public  good. 

The  cases  of  Peirce  v.  Ruley,  5  Ind.  69;  Commissioners  v.  Perry, 
5  Ohio,  56 ;  State  Treasurer  v.  OrosSy  9  Vi  289  ;  31  Am.  Dec.  626, 
hold  that  a  contract  with  the  officers  of  the  State  for  the  benefit 
of  the  State  is  valid,  but  they  clearly  distinguish  between  the 
cases  where  a  promise  is  made  to  an  individual  for  his  private 
benefit  and  those  in  which  the  promise  is  made  to  a  public  officer 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public.  This  distinction  is  made  in  the 
cjuse  of  State  v.  Johnson^  52  Ind.  197,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
opinion  the  following  extract  from  the  decision  in  Clippinger  v. 
Hephaugh,  5  Watts  &  S.  312 ;  40  Am.  Dec.  519,  is  approvingly 
quoted:  ''It  matters  not  that  nothing  improper  was  done  or 
was  expected  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiff.  It  is  enough  that  such  is 
the  tendency  of  the  contract,  that  it  is  contrary  to  sound  morality 
and  public  policy,  leading  necessttrily,  in  the  hands  of  designing  and 
corrupt  men,  to  improper  tampering  with  members,  and  the  use  of 
an  extraneous,  secret  influence  over  an  important  branch  of  the  gov- 
ernment.''  The  difference  between  the  two  classes  of  cases  is  clearly 
stated  in  Odinealx,  Barry y  24  Miss.  9,  where  it  was  said:  '*The 
members  of  the  board  of  police,  as  individui^,  will  not  receive  any 
portion  of  the  money  for  which  the  note  was  given.  At  the  time 
of  the  contract  it  was  not  intended  or  expected  that  they  should  re- 
ceive it.  It  was  not  a  proposition  by  the  defendants  to  pay  them 
so  much  iis  individuals,  in  consideration  tliat  they  would  not  change 
the  site  of  the  court-house.  If  it  had  been,  it  would  have  been 
clearly  illegal,  and  could  not  have  been  enforced." 

It  is  true  that  a  contract  to  pay  for  professional  services  in  fairly 
placing  the  facts  of  a  case  before  the  officers  of  government  is  valid 
Tristw.  Child,  21  Wall.  441;  Smith  Lead.  Oases  (7th  Am.ed.),  692; 
Bryan  v.  Reynolds,  5  Wis.  200.  But  the  contract  in  this  case  is 
not  for  professional  services  but  for  personal  influence,  and  this  con- 
stitutes ah  essential  element,  for  personal  influence  is  not  a  com- 
modity for  which  mouey  can  be  demanded.     The  cjwe  of  Oscanyan 
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V.  Arms  Co.,  103  U.  S.  261,  cited  by  appellants,  is  directly  against 
them  upon  this  point.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  in  that  case  it 
was  said:  "But  independently  of  the  official  relation  of  the  plaint- 
iff to  his  government,  the  personal  influence  which  he  stipulated  to 
exert  upon  another  officer  of  that  government  was  not  the  subject 
of  bargain  and  sale.  Personal  influence  to  be  exercised  over  an  offi- 
cer of  government  in  the  procurement  of  contracts  ^  *  '^  is 
not  a  vendible  article  in  our  system  of  laws  and  morals,  and  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  will  not  lend  their  aid  to  the  vendor  to 
collect  the  price  of  the  article.  Numerous  adjudications  to  this 
effect  are  found  in  the  State  and  Federal  courts.  This  is  true  when 
the  vendor  holds  no  official  relations  with  the  government,  though 
the  turpitude  of  the  transaction  becomes  more  glaring  >vhen ,  ho  is 
also  its  officer."  In  Trist  v.  Child,  supra,  the  court  in  speaking  of 
professional  services,  said:  ''But  such  services  are  separated  by  a 
broad  line  of  demarcation  from  personal  solicitation. " 

While  contracts  for  the  payment  of  fixed  fees  for  professional  ser- 
vices are  valid,  yet  when  the  fees  are  made  contingent  upon  success 
in  obtaining  the  desired  legislation,  the  contract  sought,  or  the  office 
asked  of  the  government,  the  contract  becomes  so  tainted  with 
illegality  as  to  render  it  void.  **  High  contingent  compensation," 
said  Justice  Grier,  "  must  necessarily  lead  to  the  use  of  improper 
means  and  the  exercise  of  undue  influence,"  and  the  decisions  give 
approval  to  his  discussion  of  the  question  of  the  legality  of  such 
contnicts,  and  concur  in  the  conclusion  that  all  such  contracts  are 
against  sound  public  policy.  Marshall  v.  BaUimore,  etc.,  R,  Co.,  16 
How,  314;  Meguire  v.  Cortoine,  101  XJ.  S.  108;  Oscanyan  v.  Arms 
Co.,  supra,  see  opinion,  p.  274;  Clippinger  v.  Hepbaugh,  supra ; 
Wood  V.  McCann,  6  Dana  (Ky.),  366;  Mills  v.  Mills,  40  N.  Y.  543; 
Ormerod  v.  Dearman,  100  Penn.  St.  561;  8.  c,  45  Am.  Rep.  391. 

The  contract  before  us  has  two  infirmities,  one  of  an  agreement 
for  the  use  of  i)ersonal  influence,  and  another  of  an  agreement  for 
compensation  dependent  upon  the  contingency  of  success.  That 
we  are  correct  in  saying  that  the  agreement  is  dependent  upon  a 
contingency  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  consideration  became 
payable  only  in  the  event  that  the  post-office  was  located  and  main- 
tained in  appellant's  building. 

Doubtless  a  contract  to  assist  a  property  owner  in  fitting  up  or 
pun'hasing  a  building  to  be  given  to  the  government  for  public 
use   woulii   be   valid,   but   in  the  present   instance   this   was  not 
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the  character  of  the  consideration  of  the  notes  in  suit,  although 
such  an  element  may  have  formed  part  of  the  consideration.  The 
consideration  of  the  notes  is  indivisible  and  the  illegal  cannot  be 
separated  from  the  legal,  and  under  the  familiar  rule  that  where 
the  consideration  is  in  part  illegal  and  there  can  be  no  separation, 
the  whole  contract  is  void.  The  contract  before  us  must  be  held 
invalid  because  of  the  illegality  of  the  consideration. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Trbrb  Hautb  akd  Ikdiakapolib  Bailboad  Gomfahy  v. 

McMURRAY. 

(Wlod.SSS.) 

Master  and  serwrnt  —  autJunity  of  conductor  to  employ  surgeon  for  injured 

brakeman. 

Where  a  railway  brakeman  is  injared  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  at  a  point 
distant  from  the  chief  offices  of  the  company,  and  stands  in  need  of  immedi- 
ate surgical  attendance,  the  conductor  may  bind  the  company  by  the  em- 
ployment of  a  surgeon,  if  there  is  no  sup(>rior  agent  of  the  company  present. 

ACTION  for  services.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaint- 
iff had  judgment  below. 

e/.  G.  Williams,  for  appellant 

,/.  Clayhaugh  and  B.  K*  Higinbotham,  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  J.  The  facts  in  this  case  are  simple,  and  lie  within  a 
narrow  compass,  but  the  questions  of  law  are  important  and  diffi- 
cult. 

Frankfort  is  a  way  station  on  the  line  of  appellant's  road,  distant 
many  miles  from  the  principal  offices  of  the  company  and  from  the 
residences  of  its  chief  officers.  At  this  station,  at  one  o'clock  in 
the  morning  of  July  2,  1881,  Thomas  Coon,  a  brakeman  in  the 
service  of  the  appellant,  had  his  foot  crushed  between  the  wheel  of 
a  car  of  the  train  on  which  he  was  employed  as  brakeman,  and  a 
rail  of  the  track.  The  injury  was  such  as  demanded  immediate  surgi- 
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cal  attention.  The  conductor  of  the  train  requested  the  appellee,  who 
was  a  surgeon  residing  in  the  town  of  Frankfort,  to  render  the  in- 
jured man  professional  aid  and  informed  the  appellee  that  the  com- 
pany would  pay  him  for  such  services.  At  the  time  the  accident 
happened,  and  at  the  time  the  surgeon  was  employed,  there  was  no 
oflScer  superior  to  the  conductor  at  the  town  of  Frankfort.  There 
was  at  the  station  a  resident  agent  who  had  full  knowledge  of  the 
injury  to  Coon,  and  of  appellee^s  employment.  This  agent  was  in 
telegraphic  communication  with  the  principal  officers  of  the  com- 
pany, but  did  not  communicate  with  them.  The  trial  court  held 
the  appellant  liable  for  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  rendered 
by  the  appellee,  and  awarded  him  $100. 

In  ordinary  cases,  a  conductor  or  other  subordinate  agent  has  no 
authority  to  employ  surgical  assistance  for  a  servant  of  the  corpora- 
tion who  receives  an  injury  or  becomes  ill.  We  do  not  doubt  that 
the  general  rule  is  that  a  conductor  has  no  authority  to  make  con- 
tracts with  surgeons,  and  if  this  principle  governs  all  cases  the  dis- 
cussion is  at  an  end;  but  we  do  not  think  it  does  rule  every  case, 
for  there  may  be  cases  so  strongly  marked  as  to  constitute  a  class 
in  themselves  and  one  governed  by  a  diflferent  rule. 

The  authority  of  an  agent  is  to  be  determined  from  the  facts  of 
the  particular  case.  Facts  may  exist  which  will  greatly  broaden  or 
greatly  lessen  an  agent's  authority.  A  conductor's  authority  in 
the  presence  of  a  superior  agent  may  dwindle  into  insignificance: 
while  in  the  absence  of  a  superior  it  may  become  broad  and  com- 
prehensive. An  emergency  may  arise  which  will  require  the  cor- 
poration to  act  instantly,  and  if  the  conductor  is  the  only  agent 
present,  and  the  emergency  is  urgent,  he  must  act  for  the  corpora- 
tion, and  if  he  acts  at  all  his  acts  are  of  just  as  much  force  as  that 
of  the  highest  officer  of  the  coi*poration.  In  this  instance  the  con- 
ductor was  the  highest  officer  on  the  ground;  he  was  the  sole  repre- 
sentative of  the  corporation;  he  it  was  upon  whom  devolved  the  duty 
of  representing  the  corporation  in  matters  connected  within  the 
general  line  of  his  duty  in  the  sudden  emergency  which  arose  out 
of  the  injury  to  the  fellow-servant  immediately  under  his  control; 
either  he  as  the  superior  agent  of  the  company,  must  in  such  cases 
be  its  representative,  or  it  has  none.  Thei*e  are  cases  where  the 
conductor  is  the  only  representative  of  the  corporation  that  in  the 
emergency  it  can  possibly  have.  There  are  cases  where  the  train 
is  distant  from  the  supervision  of  superior  officers  where  the  con- 
VoL.  XLIX  —  95 


Digitized  by 


Google 


754  INDIANA, 


Terre  Haate  and  Indianapolis  Railroad  Company  v.  McMurrajr. 

ductor  must  act,  and  act  for  the  company,  and  where  for  the  time 
and  under  the  exigencies  of  the  occasion,  he  is  its  sole  representa- 
tive, and  if  he  be  its  only  representative  he  must  for  the  time  and 
exigency  be  its  highest  representative.  Simple  examples  will 
j)rove  this  to  be  true.  Suppose  for  illustration,  that  a  train  is 
brought  to  a  halt  by  the  breaking  of  a  bolt,  and  that  near  by  is  a 
mechanic  who  can  repair  the  broken  bolt  and  enable  the  train  to 
proceed  on  its  way,  may  not  the  conductor  employ  the  mechanic? 
Again,  suppose  a  bridge  is  discovered  to  be  unsafe,  and  that  there 
jirc  timbers  at  a  neighboring  mill  which  will  make  it  saf^,  may  not 
the  conductor  in  behalf  of  his  principal,  employ  men  to  haul  the 
timber  to  the  bridge?  Once  more,  suppose  the  engineer  of  a  loco- 
motive to  be  disabled  and  that  it  is  necessary  to  at  once  move  the 
train  to  avoid  danger,  and  there  is  near  by  a  competent  engineer, 
may  not  the  conductor  employ  him  to  take  the  train  out  of  danger? 
Ill  tlicseexaniples  we  mean  to  include  as  a  silent  factor,  the  fact 
that  there  is  an  emergency  allowing  no  time  for  communicating 
with  superior  officers,  and  requiring  immediate  action.  If  it  be  true 
that  there  are  cases  of  pressing  emergency  where  the  conductor  is 
on  the  special  occasion  the  highest  representative  of  the  company, 
then  it  must  be  true  that  he  may  do  in  the  emergency  what  the 
chief  officer  if  present  might  do.  If  the  conductor  is  the  only 
agent  who  can  represent  the  company,  then  it  is  inconceivable  that 
he  should  for  the  purposes  of  the  emergency,  and  during  its  ex- 
istence, be  other  than  the  highest  officer.  The  position  arises  with 
the  emergency  and  ends  with  it.  The  authority  incident  to  the 
l)osition  is  such  and  such  only  as  the  emergency  imperatively 
creates. 

Assuming,  as  we  may  justly  do,  that  there  are  occasions  when 
the  exigency  is  so  great,  and  the  necessity  so  pressing,  that  the 
conductor  stands  temporarily  as  the  representative  of  the  com- 
l)any,  with  authority  adequate  to  the  urgent  and  immediate  de- 
mands of  the  occasion,  we  inquire  what  is  such  an  emergency  as 
will  clothe  him  with  this  authority  and  put  him  in  the  position 
<lesignated.  Suppose  that  a  locomotive  is  overturned  upon  its  engi- 
neer, and  he  is  in  immediate  danger  of  great  bodily  harm,  would 
it  not  be  competent  for  the  conductor  to  hire  a  derrick,  or  a  lifting 
ji})panitu8,  if  one  were  near  at  hand,  to  lift  the  locomotive  from 
the  body  of  the  engineer?  Surely  some  one  owes  a  duty  to  a  man, 
imperilled  as  an  engineer  would  be  in  the  case  supjKwed,  to  release 
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him  from  peril,  and  is  there  any  one  upon  whom  this  duty  tun  be 
so  justly  put  as  upon  his  employer?  The  man  must,  in  the  case 
supposed,  have  assistance,  and  do  not  the  plainest  principles  of  jus- 
tice require  that  the  primary  duty  of  yielding  assistance  should 
devolve  upon  the  employer  i-ather  than  on  strangers?  An  employer 
does  not  stand  to  his  servants  as  a  stranger,  he  owes  them  a  duty. 
The  cases  all  agi'ec  that  some  duty  is  owing  from  the  master  to  the 
servant,  but  no  case  that  we  have  been  able  to  find  defines  the 
limits  of  this  duty.  Granting  the  existence  of  this  general  duty, 
and  no  one  will  deny  that  sucfi  a  duty  does  exist,  the  inquiry  is  as  to  its 
character  and  extent.  Suppose  the  axle  of  a  car  to  break  because 
of  a  defect,  and  a  brakeman's  leg  to  be  mangled  by  the  derailment 
consequent  upon  the  breaking  of  the  axle,  and  that  he  is  in  immi- 
nent danger  of  bleeding  to  death  unless  surgical  aid  is  summoned 
at  once,  and  su pilose  the  accident  to  occur  at  a  point  where  there  is 
no  station  and  when  np  officer  superior  to  the  conductor  is  present, 
would  not  the  conductor  have  authority  to  call  a  surgeon?  Is  there 
not  a  duty  to  the  mangled  man  that  some  one  must  discharge?  And 
if  thei'c  be  such  a  duty,  who  owes  it,  the  employer  or  a  stranger? 
Humanity  and  justice  unite  in  affirming  that  some  one  owes  him 
this  duty,  since  to  assert  the  contrary  is  to  affirm  that  upon  no  one 
i*ests  the  duty  of  calling  aid  that  may  save  life.  If  we  concede  the 
existence  of  this  general  duty,  then  the  further  search  is  for  the 
one  who  in  justice  owes  the  duty,  and  surely  where  the  question 
comes  between  the  employer  and  a  stranger,  the  just  rule  must  be 
that  it  rests  upon  the  former. 

Authorities  upon  the  question  we  are  discussing  are  far  from 
abundant.  In  the  case  of  Ifarquette,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Ta/t,  28  Mich. 
589,  a  laborer  in  the  service  of  the  company  was  struck  and  injured 
by  one  of  its  trains,  and  the  yardmaster  and  the  superintendent 
employed  a  surgeon,  and  the  court  divided  on  the  question  of  the 
company's  liability.  Graves  and  Campbell,  JJ.,  denying  its  lia- 
bility and  CooLEY,  J.,  and  Christiancy,  0.  J.,  affirming  that  it 
wjis  liable  to  the  surgeon.  One  opinion  was  written  by  Graves, 
J.,  and  proceeds  on  the  broad  ground  that  no  officer  of  the  com- 
]>any  could  bipd  it  to  pay  for  surgical  services  rendered  an  employee. 
That  case  is  however  distinguishable  from  the  present,  even  upon 
the  theory  adopted  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Graves,  for  in  this 
cas^  there  was  an  immediate  necessity  for  surgical  aid,  while  in  the 
one    cited    tluMV  is  not   shown  to  have  l)een  any  such  necessity. 
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Judge  Cooley's  opinion  is  a  model  of  judicial  reasoning,  and  for- 
cibly maintains  the  duty  of  railway  companies  to  provide  surgical 
aid  for  its  servants  in  cases  of  accidents  incident  to  their  employ- 
ment. In  one  place  he  says:  ''We  think  it  their  duty  to  have 
some  officer  or  agent,  at  all  times,  competent  to  exercise  a  discre- 
tionary authority  in  such  cases,  and  that  on  grounds  of  publio 
policy  they  should  not  be  suffered  to  do  otherwise.''  At  another 
place  he  says:  "We  shall  not  stop  to  prove  that  there  is  a  strong 
moral  obligation  resting  upon  any  one  engaged  in  a  dangerous  bu8i- 
ness,  to  do  what  may  be  immediately  necessary  to  save  life  or  prt»- 
vent  an  injury  becoming  irreparable  when  an  accident  happens  to 
a  person  in  his  employ.  We  shall  assume  this  to  be  too  obvious  to 
require  argument."  Another  extract  from  this  opinion,  strongly 
applicable,  is  this:  ''There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  is  within  the 
scope  of  somebody's  employment  for  a  railway  company  to  cause*  a 
beast  which  is  injured  in  carriage  or  run  over  at  a  crossing  to  I  »!• 
picked  up  and  have  the  attention  proper  and  suitable  to  its  ca^e; 
and  if  no  one  is  authorized  to  do  as  much  for  the  faithful  servant 
of  the  company  who  is  in  like  manner  injured,  but  all  persons  in 
its  service  are  impliedly  forbidden  to  incur  on  its  behalf  any  expense 
beyond  what  may  be  necessary  to  remove  him  out  of  the  way  of 
their  trains  and  machinery,  even  to  convey  him  to  his  house,  or  to 
save  his  life  by  binding  up  a  threatening  wound,  then  if  such  is 
the  law,  the  courts  must  not  hesitate  to  apply  it,  even  though  it 
be  impossible  to  avoid  feeling  that  it  ought  not  to  be  the  law,  and 
that  no  business  of  this  extensive  and  hazardous  nature  ought  to 
be  suffered  to  be  carried  on  with  no  one  for  the  major  part  of  the 
time  empowered  to  recognize  and  perform  a  duty,  which  at  least  ou 
moral  grounds,  is  so  obvious  and  imperative.  But  we  do  not  think 
such  is  the  law." 

In  the  case  of  Northern  Central  Ry.  Co.  v.  State^  29  Md.  420,  it 
was  held  that  it  is  the  duty  of  agents  in  charge  of  a  railroad  train 
to  take  care  of  one  injured  by  a  collision,  and  to  do  it  with  a  proper 
regard  to  his  safety  and  the  laws  of  humanity. 

It  was  held  in  Walker  y.  Great  Western  By.  Co.,  L.  R.,  2  Exch. 
228,  that  the  general  manager  of  the  company  had  authority  to  em- 
ploy a  surgeon  for  a  servant  injured  in  the  company's  service.  Chief 
Baron  Kelly,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  inquired  :  **  Must 
iw  board  be  convened  before  a  man  who  has  both  his  legs  broken 
can  hiive  medical  jissistancc  ?" 
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In  Swazey  v.  Union  Manufacfuring  Co.,  42  Conn.  556,  the  court 
held  that  the  business  manager  of  a  manafactaring  corporation  had 
authority  to  employ  surgical  aid  for  a  lad  who  had  received  an 
injury  in  its  service. 

In  Atlantic,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Beisner,  18  Kans.  458,  the  holding  was 
that  the  general  agent  of  a  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  em- 
])loy  a  surgeon  to  attend  one  of  the  brakemen  injured  while  in 
the  service  of  the  company.  The  court  said  in  the  course  of  the 
opinion  :  "In  other  words,  the  general  agent  of  the  company 
is  virtually  the  corporation  itself."  This  is  necessarily  true,  in 
cases  where  the  agent  is  required  to  act  for  the  corporation, 
and  is  also  true  where  the  agent  who  acts  is  the  highest  agent  of 
the  corporation  present,  although  he  may  not  be  the  general  agent 
of  the  corporation.  A  corporation  can  act,  and  can  be  present,  only 
by  its  agent,  and  when  it  must  act  and  must  be  present  at  a  par- 
ticular time  and  place,  then  it  is  present,  and  does  act,  through  the 
highest  a<]^ent  who  is  on  the  ground.  If  the  agent  represents  the 
cor])oration  by  authority,  then,  so  far  as  he  represents  it  in  the  par- 
ticular matter,  he  is,  in  law,  the  corporation,  for  through  him  it  is 
present  and  acting.  If  then  the  conductor  is  the  highest  agent  on 
the  ground,  and  the  corporation  must  and  does  act,  his  act  is  just 
as  much  that  of  the  corporation  in  the  particular  instance,  and 
circumscribed  by  the  exigencies  of  the  special  occasion,  as  though 
he  were  much  higher  in  authority.  The  ruling  in  Atchison,  etc., 
R.  Co.  V.  Reecher,  24  Kans.  228,  is  that  the  general  superintendent 
of  a  railroad  company  has  authority  to  employ  a  surgeon  to  attend 
a  man  injured  while  in  its  service.  The  cases  of  Toledo,  etc.,  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Rodrigues,  47  111.  188  ;  Toledo,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Prince,  50  id. 
26 ;  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  Go.  v.  Morris,  67  id.  295 ;  Cairo,  etc., 
R.  Co.  V.  Mahoney,  82  id.  73,  cited  and  relied  on  by  the  appellant, 
all  recognize  the  doctrine  that  the  superintendent  or  general  agent 
has  authority  to  employ  a  surgeon  to  treat  a  servant  who  has  been 
injured.  If  we  are  right  in  our  conclusion  that  an  emergency  may 
arise  which  will  constitute  a  conductor,  for  the  time  and  the  emer- 
gency, the  chief  officer  of  the  corporation  present,  then  those  cases 
are  strongly  in  support  of  our  position  that  he  may,  in  cases  of  urgent 
necessity,  bind  the  corporation  by  contracting  with  a  surgeon.  For 
once  it  is  conceded  that  tlie  officer  having  a  right  to  represent  the 
company  is  the  company,  it  inevitably  follows  that  his  contract  is 
that  of  the  corporation.     These  cjuses  do  deny,  however,  in  general 
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terms,  the  authority  of  a  station  agent  or  conductor  to  employ  a 
surgeon,  but  they  iilfirm  that  if  the  superintendent  has  notice  of 
the  services  rendered  by  the  surgeon,  and  does  not  disavow  the 
agent's  acts,  the  company  will'be  bound.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  in 
all  of  these  cases  the  company  was  held  liable  on  the  ground  of 
mtification  by  the  superintendent,  and  there  was  really  no  decision 
of  any  other  question  than  that  a  failure  of  the  superintendent  to 
disavow  the  contract  of  the  conductor  or  station  agent  rendered 
the  company  liable.  There  was  no  discussion  of  the  authority  of  a 
conductor  in  cases  of  immediate  and  urgent  necessity.  The  reason- 
ing of  the  court  in  these  cases  strongly  indicates  that  the  act  of  the 
superior  officer,  whoever  he  may  bo,  on  the  occasion  and  under  the 
emergency,  would  be  deemed  the  act  of  the  corporation  which  he 
assumes  to  represent.  In  the  last  of  these  cases  it  is  said :  '*  While 
a  railroad  company  is  under  no  legal  obligation  to  furnish  an  em- 
ployee, who  may  receive  injuries  while  in  the  service  of  the  com- 
pany, with  medical  attendance,  yet  where  a  day  laborer  has,  by  an 
unforeseen  accident,  been  rendered  helpless  when  laboring  to  advance 
the  prosperity  and  the  success  of  the  company,  honesty  and  fair 
dealing  would  seem  to  demand  that  it  should  furnish  medical  as- 
sistance." If  it  be  conceded  that  honesty  and  fair  dealing  requirt* 
that  medical  assistance  should  be  furnished,  then  the  law  requires 
it,  for  the  law  always  demands  honesty  and  fair  dealing.  It  would 
be  a  cruel  reproach  to  the  law,  and  one  not  merited,  to  declare  that 
it  denied  to  an  injured  man  what  honesty  and  fair  dealing  require. 
If  it  should  appear  that  a  man  had  been  denied  what  honesty 
and  fair  dealing  required  of  his  master,  and  death  should  result,  it 
would  seem  clear,  on  ever}'  principle  of  justice,  that  the  mastei- 
would  be  responsible  for  the  servant's  death.  Of  course,  this  duty 
could  not  rest  upon  the  master  in  ordinary  cases,  but  should  rest 
upon  him  in  extraordinary  cjises,  where  immediate  medical  assist- 
ance is  imperatively  demanded.  The  case  of  Tucker  v.  SL  Louhs, 
etc.,  lit/.  Co.y  54  Mo.  177,  docs  decide  that  a  station  agent  has  no 
authority  to  employ  a  surgeon,  but  no  element  of  pressing  necessity 
entered  into  the  case.  There  is  no  authority  cited  in  support  of 
the  opinion,  nor  is  there  any  rej^soning.  All  that  is  said  is:  '*  It 
is  only  sliown  that  they"  (the  station  agent  and  the  conductor) 
'*  were  agents  of  defendant  in  conducting  its  railroad  business, 
whicli  of  itself  could  certainly  give  them  no  authority  to  employ 
]>liysi(i:iiis,  for  the  defendant,  to  attend  to  and  treat  persons  ucci- 
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deiitally  injured  on  the  roads. ^'  It  may  be  that  this  statement  is 
true  in  ordinary  cases,  but  when  we  add  the  element  of  immediate 
and  pressing  necessity,  a  new  and  potent  factor  is  introduced  into  the 
case.  A  bnef  opinion  was  rendered  in  Brown  v.  Missouri,  etc.,  Ry. 
Co.,  67  Mo.  122,  declaring  that  the  superintendent  of  the  company 
could  not  bind  the  company  for  "a  small  bill  of  drugs  furnished 
a  woman  who  had  been  hurt  by  the  locomotive  or  cars  of  the  de- 
fendant." It  may  be  said  of  the  last  cited  case  that  it  presented 
no  feature  of  emergency  requiring  prompt  action,  and  for  aught 
that  appears  in  the  meagre  opinion  of  a  very  few  lines,  there  may 
have  been  no  necessity  for  action.  But  it  is  further  to  be  said  of 
it,  that  if  it  is  to  be  deemed  as  going  to  the  extent  of  denying  the 
right  of  one  of  the  principal  officers  to  contract  for  medicine  in  a 
case  of  urgency,  it  finds  no  support  from  any  adjudged  case.  The 
case  of  Mayberry  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  75  Mo.  492,  is  not  in 
point,  for  there  a  physician  employed  to  render  medical  aid,  and 
employed  for  no  other  purpose,  undertook  to  contract  for  board- 
ing for  an  injured  man. 

The  learned  counsel  for  appellant  says,  in  his  argument:  *'  In 
several  of  these  cases  the  court  takes  occasion  to  say  that  humanity, 
if  not  strict  justice,  requires  a  railroad  company  to  care  for  an  em- 
ployee who  is  injured  without  fault  on  his  part  in  endeavoring  to 
promote  the  interests  of  the  company.  Whilst  this  may  be  true,  I 
think  humanity  and  strict  justice,  too,  would  at  least  permit  the 
company  to  adopt  the  proper  means  for  exercising  the  required 
care  and  of  determining  the  cases  wherein  it  ought  to  be  exercised." 

It  seems  to  us  that  while  the  concession  of  the  counsel  is  required 
by  principle  and  authority,  his  answer  is  far  from  satisfactory.  Can 
a  man  be  permitted  to  die  while  waiting  for  the  company  to  deter- 
mine when  and  how  it  shall  do  what  humanity  and  strict  justice  re- 
quire ?  Must  there  not  be  some  representative  of  the  company 
present  in  cases  of  dire  necessity  to  act  for  it  ?  The  position  of 
counsel  will  meet  ordinary  cases,  but  it  falls  far  short  of  meeting 
cases  where  there  is  no  time  for  deliberation,  and  where  humanity 
and  justice  demand  instant  action.  From  whatever  point  of  view 
we  look  at  the  subject  we  shall  find  that  the  highest  principles  of 
justice  demand  that  a  subordinate  agent  may,  in  the  company's  be- 
half, call  surgical  aid,  when  the  emergencies  of  the  occasion  demand 
it,  and  when  he  is  the  sole  agent  of  the  company  in  whose  power  it 
is  to    summon   lissistance   to   the  injured   and   suffering  servant 
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Humanity  and  justice  are  for  the  most  part  inseparable,  for  all  law 
is  for  the  ultimate  benefit  of  man.  The  highest  purpose  the  law 
can  accomplish  is  the  good  of  society  and  its  members,  and  it  is 
seldom,  indeed,  that  the  law  refuses  what  humanity  suggests. 
Before  this  broad  principle  bare  pecuniary  considerations  become 
iis  things  of  little  weight.  There  may  be  cases  in  which  a  denial  of 
the  right  of  the  conductor  to  summon  medical  assistance  to  one  of 
his  train-men  would  result  in  suffering  and  death;  while  on  the 
other  hand,  the  assertion  of  the  right  can,  at  most,  never  do  more 
than  entail  upon  the  corporation  pecuniary  loss.  It  may  not  do  even 
thiit,  for  prompt  medical  assistance  may,  in  many  cases,  lessen  the 
loss  to  the  company  by  preventing  loss  of  life  or  limb. 

The  authority  of  a  conductor  of  a  train  in  its  general  scope  is 
known  to  all  intelligent  men,  and  the  court  that  professes  itself 
Ignorant  of  this  matter  of  general  notoriety  avows  a  lack  of  knowl- 
edge that  no  citizen  who  has  the  slighest  acquaintance  with  railroad 
affairs  would  be  willing  to  confess.  It  is  true  that  the  exact  limits 
of  his  authority  cannot  be  inferred  from  evidence  that  he  is  the  con- 
(luotor  in  charge  of  the  train,  but  the  general  duty  and  authority 
may  be.  This  general  authority  gives  him  control  of  the  train-men 
and  of  the  train,  and  devolves  upon  him  the  duty  of  using  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  for  the  safety  of  his  subordinates.  The 
authority  of  the  conductor  may  be  inferred,  as  held  in  Columbtis, 
rfc, ,  Jiy.  Co.  V.  Powell,  40  Ind.  37,  from  his  acting  as  such  in  the 
control  of  the  train,  but  this  inference  only  embraces  the  ordinary 
duties  of  such  an  agent.  Many  cases  declare  that  the  conductor, 
in  the  management  of  the  train  and  matters  connected  with  it, 
lejiresents  the  company.  It  is  true  that  the  agency  is  a  subordinate 
one,  confined  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  safety  of  the  train  and  its 
crew,  and  the  due  management  of  matters  connected  with  it,  but 
although  the  conductor  is  a  subordinate  agent  he  yet  has  broad 
authority  over  the  special  subject  committed  to  his  charge.  It  was 
said  in  Jcffersonville  Ass'n  v.  Fisher,  7  Ind.  699,  that  "It  is  not 
the  name  given  to  the  agent,  but  the  acts  which  he  is  authorized 
to  do,  which  must  determine  whether  they  are  valid  or  not,  when 
done."  In  another  case  it  was  said:  "The  authority  of  an  agent 
hoing  limited  to  a  particular  business  does  not  make  it  special;  it 
may  be  m  general  in  regard  to  that,  as  though  its  range  were  un- 
limited." Cnizan  v.  Smith,  41  Ind.  288.  This  subject  was  dis- 
cn-^sed   in    Toledo,  efr.,  Rij.  Co,  v.  Ofretf.  43  Ind.  405,  where  it  was 
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said:  ''A  general  ageut  is  one  authorized  to  transact  all  his  prin- 
cipal's business,  or  all  of  his  principal's  business  of  some  particular 
kind.  A  special  agent  is  one  who  is  authorized  to  do  one  or  more 
special  things,  and  is  usually  confined  to  one  or  more  particular 
transactions,  such  as  the  sale  of  a  tract  of  land,  to  settle  and  adjust 
a  certain  account,  or  the  like.  That  the  authority  of  an  agent  is 
limited  to  a  particular  kind  of  business  does  not  make  him  a  special 
agent  Few,  if  any,  agents  of  a  railroad  company  do,  or  can  attend 
to  every  kind  of  business  of  the  company,  but  to  each  one  are  assigned 
duties  of  a  particular  kind,  or  relating  to  a  particular  branch  or 
department  of  the  business."  Wharton  says:  **  A  general  agent  is 
one  who  is  authorized  by  his  principal  to  take  charge  of  his  busi- 
ness in  a  particular  line."  Wharton  Agency,  117.  It  results  from 
these  familiar  principles,  that  the  conductor  of  a  train,  so  far  as  con- 
cerns the  direct  and  immediate  management  of  the  train  when  it  is 
out  on  the  road,  is,  in  the  absence  of  some  superior  officer,  the  gen- 
eral agent  of  the  company;  but  even  general  agents  do  not  have 
universal  powers,  and  the  authority  of  such  agents  is  to  be  deduced 
from  the  facts  surrounding  the  particular  transaction.  2  Greenl. 
Ev.,  §§  64-64a.  In  some  instances  then  the  conductor  is  the  gen- 
eral agent  of  the  company,  and  we  think  it  clear  upon  principle  and 
authority,  that  he  is  such  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of  employing 
surgical  assistance  where  a  brakemau  of  his  train  is  injured  while 
the  train  is  out  on  the  road,  tod  where  there  is  no  superior  officer 
present,  and  there  is  an  immediate  necessity  for  surgical  treatment. 
A  conductor  cannot  be  regarded  as  having  authority  to  employ  a 
surgeon  when  the  train  is  not  on  the  road  under  his  control,  or 
where  there  is  one  higher  in  authority  on  the  ground,  or  where 
there  is  no  immediate  necessity  for  the  services  of  a  surgeon. 

The  rule  which  denies  a  recovery  where  there  is  mutual  negh^ 
gence  applies  only  between  the  immediate  parties.  The  courts  do 
not  extend  the  rule  to  cases  where  the  defendant's  negligence  and 
that  of  a  third  person  concur  in  producing  the  injury.  Thus 
if  two  trains  come  into  collision  and  the  managers  of  both  are  neg- 
ligent, an  action  may  nevertheless  be  maintained  by  a  passenger. 
Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  98  Ind.  186.  So  if  a  man  is 
riding  with  another  and  is  injured  by  a  collision  occurring  through 
the  concurrent  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the  vehicle  and  the 
servants  of  a  railroad  train  engaged  in  running  it,  he  may  rc(;over, 
notwithstanding  the  contributory  negligence  of  tlie  driver  of  the 
Vol.  XLIX— 96 
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vehicle  in  which  he  was  riding  Town  of  Albion  y.  Heinck^dO 
Ind.  545;  s.  c,  46  Am.  Bep.  230;  Robinson  v.  New  York  Cent., 
eicy  R.  Co.y  60  N.  Y.  11;  s.  c.  23  Am.  Rep.  1;  Wabashy  etc., 
Ry.  Co.  V.  SJmcklety  105  111.  364;  s.  c,  44  Am.  Eep.  791;  Masler- 
son  V,  Mw  Fork  Cent,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  247;  s.  c,  38  Am. 
Kep.  510;  Cuddy  v.  Born,  46  Mich.  596;  s.  c,  41  Am.  Rep.  178; 
Bennett  v.  New  Jersey,  etc.,  Co.,  36  N.  J.  L.  225;  s.  c,  13  Am. 
Rep.  435. 

The  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence  is  by  some  authorities 
based  on  the  principle  that  a  man  must  not  cast  himself  into 
danger,  and  by  others  upon  the  principle  that  one  who  is  himself 
in  fault  cannot  invoke  assistance  from  the  courts  against  another 
who  shares  the  fault  with  him.  Butterfield  v.  Forrester,  1 1  East, 
60;  1  Thomp.  Neg.  485.  Other  authorities  put  the  doctrine  on 
the  ground  that  the  interests  of  the  whole  community  require  that 
every  one  should  take  such  care  of  himself  as  can  reasonably  be  ex- 
l)ected  of  him.  Shear.  &  Redf.  Neg.,  §  42.  It  is  obvious  that 
whatever  be  deemed  the  true  basis  of  the  doctrine,  it  cannot  ap- 
ply where  the  case  goes  beyond  the  plaintiff  himself,  or  wJiat  in 
hiw  is  the  same  tiling,  his  agent  or  servant.  It  is  therefore  plain 
that  where  a  surgeon  sues  for  professional  services  rendered  at  the 
request  of  the  agent  of  a  railroad  corporation,  no  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence  is  involved.  This  is  manifestly  the  practical, 
just  and  reasonable  rule.  It  cannot  be  expected  that  a  surgeon 
summoned  to  attend  a  case  of  pressing  need  shall  be  required  t^ 
stop  and  investigate  the  causes  of  the  accident,  and  thus  take  upon 
himself  the  functions  of  judge  and  jury.  It  is  but  just  that  he 
should  be  deemed  entitled  to  rely  on  the  statement  of  the  corporate 
agent.  Where  a  principal  puts  it  in  his  agent's  power  to  exercise 
apparent  authority,  the  man  who  in  good  faith  acts  upon  the  state- 
ments of  the  agent  should  be  protected.  Cruzan  v.  Stnith,^^!  Ind. 
288,  The  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas,  in  a  case  not  unlike  the 
present,  said:  *'The  defendant  in  error  was  not  compelled  to  in- 
stitute inquiry  as  to  the  moral  or  legal  liability  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  take  care  of  the  disabled  employee  before  receiving  him 
into  his  hotel,  after  the  geneml  agent  of  the  company  had  agreed 
that  the  company  would  pay  for  the  board  and  service."  Atlantic, 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Reisner,  18  Kans.  458. 

The  employment  of  a  surgeon  is  not  an  acknowledgment  of  a 
liability  to  the  injured  servant,  nor  eaii   any  admission  1)0  tortured 
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from  8U€h  fen  act.  Evidence  of  such  an  employment  would  be 
incompetent  in  an  action  by  the  servant,  and  no  admission  can 
therefore  be  implied.  The  employment  of  a  surgeon  is  nothing 
more  thin  an  act  of  humanity  and  justice  demanded  of  a  railroad 
company  in  behalf  of  a  servant  injured  in  its  service. 

Judgment  affirmed, 
ZoLLARS,  C.  J.,  dissents  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  sufficiently 
shown  that  the  conductor  had  authority  to  bind  the  company  by 
liis  contract  with  appellee. 

On  Petition  for  a  Rehearing. 

Elliott,  J.  Counsel  for  the  appellant  misconceive  the  drift  of 
the  reasoning  in  our  former  opinion  as  well  as  the  conclusion  an- 
nounced; We  did  not  decide  that  a  corporation  was  responsible 
generally  for  medical  or  surgical  attention  given  to  a  sick  or  wounded 
st»rvant;  on  the  contrary,  we  were  careful  to  limit  our  decision  to 
surgical  services  rendered  upon  an  urgent  exigency,  where  imme- 
diate attention  was  demanded  to  save  life  or  prevent  great  injury. 
We  held  that  the  liability  arose  with  the  emergency  and  with  it 
I'xpired. 

We  did  hold  that  where  the  conductor  wiis  the  highest  repre- 
sentative of  the  corporation  on  the  ground,  and  there  was  an 
emergency  requiring  immediate  action,  he  was  authorized  to  employ 
a  surgeon  to  give  such  attention  as  the  exigency  of  the  occasion 
made  imperiously  necessary;  but  we  did  not  hold  that  the  conductor 
had  a  general  authority  to  employ  a  surgeon  where  there  was  no 
emergency,  or  where  there  was  a  superior  agent  on  the  ground. 
We  think  our  decision  was  well  sustained  by  the  authorities  there 
cited,  and  that  it  is  further  supported  by  the  reasoning  in  CJncago, 
He,  Ry,  Co,  V,  Ross,  112  TJ.  S.  377,  and  Pennsylvania  Company 
V.  Gallagher,  40  Ohio  St.  637;  s.  c,  48  Am.  Rep.  689. 

If  the  conductor,  who  is  the  superior  agent  of  the  company  on 
the  ground,  cannot  represent  the  principal  so  far  as  to  employ  a 
surgeon  to  render  professional  sei^vices  to  an  injured  servant,  and 
prevent  the  loss  of  life  or  great  bodily  harm,  then  it  must  be  said, 
i\A  it  was  said  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
(Chicago,  etc. ,  Ry.  Co,  v.  Ro.fs,  svpra,  that  "  If  such  conductor 
does  not  represent  the  company,  then  the  train  is  operated  without 
any  representative  of  its  owner." 

The  decision  in   fjouisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  McVay.  98  Ind.  391,* 

^^  PoHt,  770. 
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is  not  iu  conflict  with  our  conclasion  in  the  present  case.  There 
the  roadmaster  was  not  the  superior  agent  within  reach,  and  there 
was  no  emergency  demanding  immediate  action.  These  are  feat- 
ures which  very  essentially  distinguish  the  two  cases.  We  held  in 
this  case  a  doctrine  held  in  the  case  cited,  namely,  that  the  conduc- 
tor or  other  subordinate  agent  has  no  general  authority  to  employ 
a  surgeon  for  a  sick  or  wounded  servant  of  the  company;  but  we 
also  held  that  where  the  conductor,  in  control  of  the  company's 
train  and  its  brakemen,  is  the  highest  agent  on  the  ground,  he 
does  possess  an  authority  commensurate  with  an  existing  and  press- 
ing emergency.  It  seems  clear  to  us,  upon  principles  of  fair  jus- 
tice and  ordinary  humanity,  that  some  one  must  possess  authority 
to  meet  an  urgent  exigency  by  employing  surgical  aid  to  save  from 
death  or  great  and  permanent  injury  a  servant  under  his  control. 
As  the  i-easoning  in  the  McVay  case  clearly  shows,  there  is  still 
another  material  difference  between  the  two  cases,  and  that  is  this: 
There  the  roadmaster  appeared  to  only  have  authority  over  the 
repairs  of  the  road;  while  here  it  appears  that  the  conductor  had 
charge  of  the  injured  servant,  and  was  the  highest  oflScer  of  the 
corporation  capable  of  acting  as  its  representative  in  the  emergency 
which  had  so  suddenly  arisen. 

So  far  as  concerns  the  general  principle  involved  there  is  no  con- 
flict, but  rather  harmony,  for  the  McVay  case  clearly  recognizes 
the  doctrine  that  the  highest  agent  capable  of  acting  for  the  com- 
pany may  employ  surgical  aid  in  the  proper  case. 

PeMion  overruled. 


Stonbr  v.  Pennsylvania  Company. 

m  Ind.  884.) 

Negligejire  —  c&ntrilytUory  —  hoarding  railway  train. 

It  is  not  necessarily  negligent  for  a  passenger  to  board  a  railway  train  at  m 
place  other  than  the  station  platform.* 

ACrriON  for  i)ersonal  injuries  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  case.     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

P.  If.  Jewetty  C,  L.  Jeioett  and  H.  E,  Jewett,  for  appellant. 

/•'.  Stanttifcr  jiiul  IT.  Z>.  Stansifcr,  for  appellee. 
■^Si-.'  /'JpjHNifnrf  V.  Ih'ooklyn,  etc.,  R.  Co.  (69  N.  Y.  195).  25  Am.  hep.  170. 
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Hammond,  J.  Complaint  in  two  paragraphs  by  the  appellant, 
a  minor,  who  sues  J[)y  his  next  friend,  to  recover  damages  for  an  in- 
jury received  while  a  passenger  on  the  appellee's  railroad  train. 
The  appellee  answered  in  two  paragraphs.  The  first  was  .the  gen- 
eral denial ;  to  the  second,  the  appellant's  demurrer  for  the  want 
of  facts  was  overruled,  and  an  exception  taken.  Trial  by  jury ; 
verdict  and  judgment  for  the  appellee.  The  overruling  of  the  de- 
murrer to  the  special  paragraph  of  answer  is  the  only  error  assigned 
in  this  court 

It  is  averred  in  both  paragn^hs  of  the  complaint,  that  on  the 
24th  day  of  December,  1881,  the  appellee  was  operating  a  railroad 
for  tl^  conveyance  of  passengers  for  hire,  called  the  Jeff ersonvi  lie, 
Madison  and  Indianapolis  railroad,  extending  from  Jeffersonville 
to  Indianapolis,  and,  in  its  course,  passing  through  the  towns  of 
Memphis  and  Vienna,  in  this  Siate  ;  that  on  the  day  above  men- 
tioned, the  appellant  took  passage  upon  one  of  the  appellee's  pas- 
senger trains  at  said  Memphis  to  go  to  said  Vienna ;  that  he  was 
forcibly  thrown  from  said  train  of  cars  upon  the  track  of  the  rail- 
road and  both  his  legs  run  over  by  the  wheels  of  the  train,  caus- 
ing him  great  pain  and  sufifering,  the  loss  of  both  his  feet  by  ampu- 
tation, and  great  expense.  The  paragraphs  are  substantially  the 
same  except  in  the  statement  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  acci- 
dent occun*ed.  The  first  paragraph  of  the  complaint  sets  out  the 
particulars  of  the  occurrence 'as  follows  :  '^  That  by  the  carelessness, 
negligence  and  want  of  skill  of  the  persons  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant as  its  servants,  and  as  such  in  charge  of  said  train,  said 
train  was  started  and  jerked  forward  with  great,  unnecessary  and 
unusual  force  and  violence,  by  reason  of  which  forcible  and  violent 
starting  of  the  said  train,  the  plaintiff,  while  using  due  care,  and 
without  fault  or  negligence  upon  his  part,  was  forcibly  thrown  from 
said  train  of  cars  and  upon  the  track  of  said  railroad." 

The  second  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  after  stating  that  the 
appellant  applied  for  a  ticket  at  the  office  of  the  appellee,  at  the 
said  town  of  Memphis,  avers, ''  that  he  "  (the  plaintiff)  "  was  unable 
to  procure  any  such  ticket  for  the  reason  the  said  office  was  closed  ; 
that  at  the  time  he  so  sought  to  purchase  a  ticket  to  said  Vienna 
station,  a  train  of  defendant's  cars,  which  carried  passengers  to 
said  Vienna  station,  was  standing  still  upon  the  track  of  said  rail- 
road at  Memphis,  and  the  locomotive,  which  had  been  drawing  said 
train,  was  detached   therefrom  and  some  distance  away  from  the 
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cars  composing  said  train.  And  the  plaintiff  arers  that  he  waited 
for  said  ticket  oflSce  to  open  until  a  few  minntes  of  the  time  said 
train  was  to  starts  when  he  went  to  the  car  in  which  passengers 
were  carried  upon  said  train  and  took  passage  upon  said  train  for 
said  town  of  Vienna,  having  money  sufficient  to  pay^  and  intend- 
ing to  pay,  his  fare  upon  said  train  ;  that  plaintiff  started  to  go  into 
said  car  while  the  same  was  motionless  upon  the  track  aforesaid, 
and  while,  in  the  exercise  of  due  care  on  his  part,  he  was  ascending 
the  steps  leading  to  the  rear  platform  of  said  car,  the  servants  of 
the  defendant  in  charge  of  said  train  of  cars,  running  and  manag- 
ing the  same,  negligently,  carelessly  and  unskilfully  and  without 
any  notice  or  warning  of  their  intention  so  to  do,  ran  said  locomo- 
tive and  other  cars  with  great,  unusual  and  unnecessary  force  aud 
violence  against  the  car  upon  which  the  plaintiff  then  was,  thereby 
causing  said  car  to  start  with  great  and  sudden  force  and  violence, 
by  reason  of  which  sudden  starting  the  plaintiff  was  jerked  from 
said  steps  and  platform  and  thrown  violently  upon  said  railroad. 
*  *  *  The  plaintiff  avers  that  said  shock,  concussion  and  sudden 
starting  of  said  car  was  caused  and  the  defendant  [plaintiff?]  was 
jerked  from  his  said  position  and  thrown  under  said  car  and  injured 
through  no  negligence  or  fault  of  the  plaintiff  whatever,  but  that 
the  same  occurred  wholly  through  the  fault,  negligence  and  un- 
skilf ulness  of  the  defendant  and  defendant's  servants  in  charge  of, 
and  engaged  in  ninning  said  train."  * 

The  only  question  in  the  case  for  our  decision  arises  upon  the 
overruling  of  the  appellant's  demurrer  to  the  second  paragraph  of 
the  appellee's  answer.  The  paragraph  of  answer  referred  to  is  as 
follows : 

''  The  defendant,  for  answer  to  complaint,  says  •.  ♦  ♦  ♦  2d. 
The  first  and  second  paragraphs  of  plaintiff^s  complaint  relate  to 
one  and  the  same  transaction,  and  plaintiff  received  his  injuries  in 
attempting  to  board  said  train,  and  not  other  or  different  It  is 
averred  that  at  said  Memphis  at  said  time  and  for  a  long  time  prior 
thereto,  there  was  a  platform  at  defendant's  depot  for  the  use  of 
passengers  departing  from  and  arriving  at  said  Memphis,  from  and 
on  which  to  board  trains  and  alight  therefrom  at  said  station. 
Plaintiff  did  not  attempt  to  board  said  train  from  said  platform,  but 
at  a  point,  to-wit,  one  hundred  yards  south  thereof,  and  when* 
there  was  no  i)ljitform.  It  is  averred  that  neither  defendant 
nor  ifs  s.iid  niriMils  imd  cniployces  in  Hiarore  of  oaid  train  ha^l  any 
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knowledge  or  notice  whatever  that  plaintiff  would  attempt  to  board 
said  train  at  said  place/' 

The  above  pleading,  it  will  be  observed,  does  not  deny  that  the 
car  was  not  in  motion  when  the  appellant  attempted  to  enter  it. 
Neither  does  it  deny  that  the  appellant  was  injured  as  stated  in  his 
complaint,  nor  that  the  appellee's  employees  were  guilty  of  the  acts 
of  negligence  charged  against  them.  These  averments  of  the  com-' 
plaint,  with  respect  to  the  second  paragraph  of  the  answer,  are 
therefore  to  be  taken  as  admitted.  Section  383,  R.  S.  1881.  The 
manifest  object  of  this  paragraph  of  answer  was  to  defeat  the  ap- 
pellant's recovery  by  showing  contributory  negJigence  upon  his  part 
in  the  injury  of  which  he  complains.  If  it  was  suflScient  for  this 
purpose,  the  demurrer  thereto  was  properly  overruled,  for  the  law- 
is  well  settled  that  in  actions  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
occasioned  by  negligence,  the  plaintiff  must  fail  if  his  own  want  of 
(?are  contributed  to  the  wrong  complained  of.  Toledo,  etc.,  Ry,  Co, 
V.  Brannagan,  75  Ind.  490.  But  does  the  afBrmative  paragraph  of 
answer,  in  this  case,  allege  facts  from  which,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
contributory  negligence  must  be  inferred  ?  The  substantial  aver- 
ment in  the  answer  is  that  at  the  town  of  Memphis,  at  the  time  of 
the  accident,  there  was  a  platform  at  the  appellee's  depot  for  the 
use  of  passengers,  but  that  the  appellant  did  not  attempt  to  go  on 
the  train  from  said  platform,  but  at  a  place  one  hundred  yards 
therefrom,  of  which  neither  the  appellee  nor  its  employees  in  charge 
of  the  train  had  notice. 

We  cannot  declare  that  as  a  matter  of  law  the  entering  a  passen- 
ger train  to  take  passage  at  a  railroad  station  from  a  place  other 
than  the  platform  provided  for  that  purpose  is  an  act  necessarily 
contributing  to  an  injury  received  while  thus  taking  passage. 
Negligence  is  usually  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact  —  a  fact  to 
be  found  by  the  jury  under  the  instruction  of  the  court.  The 
court  may  not  declare  an  act  to  be  negligence  unless  the  act  is  such 
as  all  reasonable  men  would  be  likely  to  draw  an  inference  of  negli- 
gence from  it.  If  the  inferences  are  doubtful,  the  question  is  one 
of  fact  for  the  jury.     Pierce  Railroads,  314. 

The  appellee's  answer  does  not  state  that  at  the  time  named  the 
train  stopped  at  the  platform.  It  does  not  aver  that  the  appellee 
was  not  in  the  habit  of  receiving  and  discharging  passengers  at  the 
place  the  appellant  attempted  to  take  passage,  as  well  as  at  it8  plat- 
form.    In  Kedtnuf  v.  New  York,  etc,  R.  Co,,  49  N.  Y.  673,  it    \v;tv 
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held  that  when  a  railroad  company  has  been  in  the  habit  of  receiv- 
ing and  discharging  passengers  at  places  other  than  its  depot,  it  is 
not  negligence  for  passengers  to  get  on  or  off  at  snch  places  while 
the  train  is  not  in  motion,  and  there  is  no  apparent  danger.  And 
in  Hulbert  v.  New  York  Cent  R.  Co.,  40  N.  Y.  145,  a  passenger  of 
liifi  own  accord  had  got  off  the  train  where  it  stopped  to  water, 
"about  250  feet  from  the  station-house.  The  night  of  the  occur- 
rence was  very  dark,  and  he  received  an  injury  by  falling  into  an 
(.^\cavation  made  for  a  cattle-guai*d.  It  was  held  that  the  question 
of  contributory  negligence  was  a  proper  one  for  the  jury.  See 
also  Mitchell  v.  Western,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  30  Ga.  22.  Cases  there  are, 
no  doubt,  where  the  circumstances  make  the  taking  of  passage  on  a 
railroad  train  at  a  place  not  provided  for  that  purpose,  such  an  act 
of  negligence  as  precludes  the  recovery  for  an  injury  thereby 
occasioned.  Michigan  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Coleman,  28  Mich.  440,  was 
a  ease  of  this  kind.  There  the  railroad  had  a  platform  south  of 
the  track.  The  plaintiff,  a  woman,  after  night  when  it  was 
(|iiite  dark,  attempted  to  enter  the  train  from  the  north  side 
of  the  track,  just  as  the  train  was  starting,  and  fell  and  was  injured. 
She  was  not  observed  by  the  conductor,  whose  attention  was  directed 
to  the  care  of  passengers  on  the  platform  side  of  the  track.  It 
was  held  that  the  railroad  was  not  responsible.  It  does  not  appear 
in  that  case  but  that  the  train  stopped  at  its  usual  time  and  started 
in  a  usual  manner;  in  fact  no  act  of  negligence  upon  the  part  of  the 
rsvilroad  employees  appears  to  have  been  shown  in  that  case. 

We  think  the  appellant  must,  under  the  facts  stated  in  his  com- 
plaint, and  not  controverted  by  the  second  paragraph  of  the  answer, 
be  regarded  as  having  been  a  passenger  at  the  tim  j  of  the  accident. 
There  is  no  averment  of  any  regulation  of  the  company  which  re- 
quired passengers  to  procure  tickets  before  taking  the  train.  And 
had  there  been  such  a  regulation  in  this  case  the  appellant  was  ex- 
cusable for  not  complying  with  it  after  a  proper  but  unsuccessful 
effort  to  obtain  a  ticket.  Jeffersonville  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  38  Ind. 
ll(i;  s.  c,  10  Am.  Rep.  103;  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Myrtle,  51 
Ind.  566.  A  person  who  by  mistake  gets  on  a  passenger  train 
other  than  the  one  he  intended  to  take  passage  on  is  a  passenger 
upon  the  train  which  he  is  on.  Columbus,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Powell, 
40  Ind.  37.  There  is  no  averment  in  the  pleadings  from  which  it 
appears  that  the  place  where  the  appellant  boarded  the  train  was  dan- 
Sferous  or  that  there  was  <iny  rcDfuljitioii  or  custom  of  the  company 
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which  did  not  permit  persons  to  take  passage  on  trains  at  Memphis 
station  except  at  the  platform.  From  the  facts  disclosed  in  the 
record  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  appellant  became  a  passenger 
the  instant  he  stepped  upon  the  train,  and  that  upon  the  payment 
or  tender  of  his  fare  he  could  not  legally  have  been  ejected  simply 
l)ecau8e  he  did  take  passage  from  the  platform.  Being  thus  a  pas- 
senger the  company  was  liable  for  an  injury  resulting  to  him  from 
the  negligence  of  its  servants,  unless  his  own  negligence  contributed 
thereto.  The  complaint  avers  that  he  was  without  fault  or  negli- 
gence. This  averment  is  not  negatived  by  the  second  paragraph  of 
the  answer.  It  states  that  the  appellant  received  his  injury  while 
attempting  to  board  the  train  one  hundred  yards  south  of  the  depot 
but  it  charges  no  carelessness  upon  his  part  in  so  boarding  the  train, 
nor  that  such  act  of  his  in  any  way  contributed  to  his  injury. 
Herein  the  special  answer  is  manifestly  and  fatally  defective. 

A  question  quite  similar  to  this  was  before  this  court  in  Lafay- 
ette, etc.,  R,  Co,  V.  SiviSy  27  Ind.  59.  That  was  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  an  injury  to  a  passenger.  The  opinion  states 
that  "  The  defendant  answered  that  the  train  on  which  the  ap- 
pellee was  at  the  time  of  the  injury  was  a  passenger  train;  that  on 
all  the  passenger  cars  printed  notices  that  '  passengers  are  forbid 
standing  on  the  platform,'  were  and  always  had  been  posted;  that 
the  appellee  for  five  years  had  been  in  the  habit  of  riding  in  the 
passenger  cars  of  the  appellant  where  such  notices  wei'e  so  posted 
in  conspicuous  places,  and  had  notice  of  such  regulation;  that  at 
the  time  of  said  accident  he  was  riding  upon  the  platform  of  one 
of  the  passenger  cars  and  not  in  the  car;  that  said  platform  was 
and  always  is  a  dangerous  place;  that  at  the  time  of  said  accident 
said  appellee  was  on  said  platform,  and  immediately  before  said  ac- 
cident had  been  sitting  on  the  brake  on  said  platform,  against  the 
will  of  said  appellant;  wherefore  the  appellant  says  that  whatever 
injury  the  appellee  sustained  was  the  result  of  his  own  carelessness 
and  wrong  in  being  in  an  impioper  and  dangerous  place  at  the 
time  said  accident  occurred,  ana  from  which  the  injuries  com- 
plained of  resulted." 

Commenting  on  the  above  answer  in  that  case  the  court  said : 
'•It  will  be  observed  that  the  answer  does  not  allege  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  that  the  appellee  was  injured  by  reason  of  his  position 
oil  the  platform  of  the  car,  but  simply  avers  that  he  was  informed 
of  the  nile  prohibiting  passengers  from  sitting  on  the  platform;  that 
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he  was  on  the  platform  at  the  time  of  the  accident  and  that  the 
platform  was  always  a  dangerous  place.  These  are  all  the  facts 
alleged,  and  from  these  facts  the  appellant  concludes  that  thi* 
position  of  the  appellee  caused  his  injury.  This  conclusion  of 
course  adds  nothing  to  the  answer."  And  again  in  the  siime 
case  it  was  further  said:  "An  averment  that  a  passenger 
occupied  a  dangerous  position  upon  the  train  does  not 
authorize  the  pleader  to  draw  the  conclusion  that  therefore  the  in- 
jury *  was  the  result  of  his  own  carelessness  and  wrong.'  The  con- 
clusions from  the  facts  are  to  he  drawn  by  the  court  or  jury,  and 
an  averment  would  have  better  served  the  purposes  of  a  plea.  The 
facts  alleged  in  the  answer  may  be  true,  and  yet  not  inconsistent 
with  the  averment  in  the  complaint  that  the  injury  resulted  from 
the  negligence  and  carelessness  of  the  ap[)ellant  and  without  the 
fault  of  the  appellee. " 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  special  paragraph  of  answer  does  not 
state  facts  from  which  the  court  must  conclude  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  the  appellant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  attempting  to  btke 
passage  at  the  place  in  question;  nor  is  there  any  averment  that 
his  own  want  of  care  in  there  boarding  the  train,  or  any  other  act 
of  his,  contributed  to  his  injury.  The  affirmative  paragraph  of 
the  answer  was  insufficient. 

Judgment  reversed  at  the  appellee's  costs,  with  instruction  to  the 
court  below  to  sustain  the  appellant's  demurrer  to  the  second  para- 
graph of  the  answer  and  for  further  proceedings. 

Judgin&nt  reversed. 


Tjouisvillb,   Evansville  and  St.  Louis  Railway  Oompant 

V.  McYay. 

(98  iDd.  991.) 

Master  and  servarU  —  authority  of  ramcay  road-moiter  to  eoniraetfor  eare  <^ 

injured  person. 

A  railway  road-master^having  charge  of  tlie  repairs  the  roadwaj^has  no  implied 
authoritj  to  contract  for  tlie  nursing  of  a  person  inj  ured  on  the  line  of  the  road, 
tliere  being  no  emergency  calling  for  immediate  action,  and  there  being  a 
superior  agent  within  reach;  but  the  corporation  willbebonnd  by  the  ratifi- 
cation of  such  contract  by  the  general  manager.* 

*  See  ante,  768. 
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ACTION  for  services.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  plaint- 
iff had  judgment  helow. 

A,  Dowling,  for  appellant 
J.  V.  Kelso  J  for  appellee. 

ZoLLARS^  C.  J.  The  only  question  in  this  case  is  a«  to  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  finding  and  judgment  of  the 
court  below  against  the  appellant  The  substance  of  the  evidence  is  as 
follows:  In  1882,  one  John  Barnett  was  badly  injured  and  mangled 
at  a  tunnel  on  the  line  of  appellant's  railway.  He  was  removed  to 
a  hotel  and  appellee  was  employed  by  a  Mr.  Seemans,  one  of  ap[)el- 
lant's  road- masters,  to  nurse  and  care  for  him.  In  pui-suance  of 
that  employment  appellee  performed  the  service  for  some  eighty 
days.  After  he  had  been  thus  employed  for  some  seventy  days  be 
was  authoritatively  notified  that  the  road-master  had  ordered  liis 
wages  reduced  to  $1.50  per  day.  A  few  days  subsequent  he  was 
notified  that  the  road-master  had  ordered  his  discharge,  and  that 
the  discharge  would  bring  the  pay  for  the  services  rendered.  After 
he  had  rendered  about  sixty  days  of  service  under  the  employment 
he  presented  his  bill  to  Mr.  Snyder,  the  general  manager  of  the 
company,  who  after  having  asked  who  employed  him,  said  that  he 
would  inquire  about  the  matter  and  see  Mr.  Seemans,  the  road-master. 
Subsequent  to  this  Mr.  Seemans  asked  appellee  to  reduce  his  bill 
to  $1.60  per  day,  and  promised  that  if  he  did  so  he,  Seemans. 
would  make  it  all  right.  At  about  the  time  appellee  was  employed 
the  same  road-master  employed  a  physician,  who  attended  the 
wounded  man  during  the  time  appellee  acted  as  nurse,  and  was 
paid  for  such  attendance  by  appellant,  the  railway  company. 
Another  nurse  whom  the  physician  employed  through  appellee, 
and  whose  time  appellee  kept  and  reported  to  the  company,  was 
paid  at  the  general  office  of  the  company  in  Louisville.  Appellee 
got  medicines  for  the  wounded  man  from  the  druggist,  who  was 
paid  for  the  same  by  the  company.  After  the  services  were  ren- 
dered by  appellee,  his  attorney  wrote  to  the  general  manager  of 
appellant  and  i*eceived  the  following  answer: 

''Louisville,  Ky.,  January  6,  1883. 
**  J.  V.  Kelso,  Esq.,  New  Albany: 

"Dear  Sir  —  Your  yesterday's  favor,  with  inclosure,  at  hand. 
Mr.  Peter  McVay,  I  think,  was  employed  as  nurse  at  the  rate  of 
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$1.25  per  day,  and  at  this  rate  I  am  willing  to  pay  him  for  services 
actually  rendered  up  to  the  time  that  he  was  relieved  by  our  road- 
master;  am  willing  to  pay  him  no  more.  If  Mr,  McVay  wishes  t«» 
bring  suit,  I  have  no  means  of  preventing  him  from  so  doing.  The 
indorsement  of  C.  N.  Nutt,  as  attending  surgeon,  I  don't  think 
adds  to  the  strength  of  the  bill  as  Mr.  Nutt  was  not  employed  by 
this  company. 

*'  Yours  truly, 

Wm,  Snyder, 

Oeneral  Manager.** 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  no  evidence  here  of  any  author- 
ity on  the  part  of  the  roadmaster  to  make  the  contract  for  the  nurs- 
ing. If  such  authority  may  not  be  inferred  from  the  title  *'  road- 
master  "  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he  had  authority  to  bind 
the  corporation.  In  a  strictly  legal  sense,  the  boaixi  of  directors 
of  a  railway  company  are  the  agents  and  representatives  of  the  cor- 
poration. In  a  practical  sense,  the  board  of  directors  become  the 
corporation  itself,  so  far  at  least  as  its  relations  to  the  public  are 
concerned.  Pierce  Railroads,  24  and  32,  and  cases  cited:  Aug. 
and  A.  Corp.,  §§  239,  280,  299;  Columbus,  etc.,  Ry.  Co,  v.  Arnold, 
31  Ind.  174. 

Whatever  authority  any  agents,  oflBcers  or  employees  may  have 
they  must  have  derived  from  the  board  of  directors,  or  governing 
body,  unless  conferred  by  the  charter  of  the  corporation.  Before 
the  corporation  will  be  bound  by  the  contracts  of  such  agents,  offi- 
cers or  employees,  unless  authority  is  conferred  by  the  charter,  it 
must  be  shown  that  authority  to  so  contract  has  been  given  by  the 
board  of  directors  or  governing  body,  either  expressly,  impliedly 
or  by  ratification.  Section  3897,  R.  S.  1881;  Brooklyn  Gravel 
Road  Co,  V.  Slaughter,  33  Ind.  185;  Pierce  Railroads,  34,  and 
cases  cited;  Adrinnce  v.  Roome,  52  Barb.  399. 

It  IS  well  settled  that  the  corporation  will  be  bound  by  the  acts 
and  omissions  of  its  agents,  officers  and  employees  within  the  line 
and  scope  of  the  agency,  office  or  employment,  and  that  when  such 
acts  or  omissions  are  shown  to  have  been  within  the  line  and  scope 
of  the  agency,  office  or  employment,  no  further  evidence  of  author- 
ity will  be  required  to  bind  the  corporation.  Such  authority,  in 
such  cases,  will  be  presumed  from  the  nature  of  the  duties  imposed 
upon  the  agent,  officer  or  employee.  But  in  order  that  this  pre- 
sumption may  be  indulged,  it  must  in  some  way  be  known  what 
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these  duties  are.  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  Ry.  Co,  v.  Rubyy  38  Ind.  294; 
s.  c,  10  Am.  Rep.  Ill;  Ohio,  etc.,  Ry.  Co,  v.  Cottarn,  73  Ind.  261; 
s.  c,  38  Am.  Rep.  134;  Lafayette,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Ehman,  30  Ind. 
83;   Williams  v.  Cammack,  27  Miss.  209;  Pierce  Railroads,  277. 

Whether  or  not  the  courts  may,  in  any  case,  presume  authority 
on  the  part  of  these  several  subordinates  to  bind  the  corporation 
in  the  manner  they  may  have  undertaken  to  do,  or  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  authority  from  the  title  given  to  the  agent,  officer  or 
employee,  we  shall  have  occasion  to  determine  hereafter. 

It  is  very  clear,  upon  authority  and  reason,  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term  **  roadmaster,"  from  which 
the  courts  may  know  or  presume  that  such  employee  has  authority 
to  bind  the  company  for  attendance  and  nursing  of  a  person  injured 
upon  the  line  of  the  railroad,  whether  such  person,  when  injured, 
be  an  employee,  passenger,  or  a  person  sustaining  no  relation  to  the 
corporation.  And  could  the  courts  judicially  know  that  the  road- 
master  is  a  person  having  charge  of  the  repairs  of  the  road,  still 
they  con  id  not  judicially  know,  or  presume  from  this,  that  he  has 
authority  to  bind  the  corporation  for  the  nursing  of  persons  in- 
jured upon  the  road,  whether  by  trains  or. otherwise.  City  of 
Lafayette  v.  James,  92  Ind.  240;  s.  c,  47  Am.  Rep.  140. 

The  case  of  Tucker  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.,  Ry,  Co.,  54  Mo.  177,  was 
an  action  by  a  physician  against  the  company  to  recover  for  surgical 
and  medical  treatment  of  a  brakeman  injured  while  on  duty.  He 
was  employed  by  the  section  agent  and  the  conductor  of  the  train. 
It  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover.  After  stating  that  there  was 
no  evidence  that  they  had  any  authority  to  employ  the  physician  on 
the  corporation's  account,  the  court  said:  '*  It  is  only  shown  that 
they  were  agents  of  defendant  in  conducting  its  railroad  business, 
which  of  itself  could  certainly  give  them  no  authority  to  employ 
physicians,  for  the  defendant,  to  attend  to,  and  treat  persons  jicci- 
dentally  injured  on  the  road.'* 

The  case  of  Brown  v.  Missouri,  etc,  Ry,  Co.,  67  Mo.  122,  was 
an  action  for  drugs  to  a  woma!i  who  had  been  hurt  by  one  of  the 
company's  trains.  They  were  furnished  upon  orders  given  by  a 
division  superintendent.  The  court  said:  '^  Tfo  proof  was  offered 
as  to  the  duties  of  such  officer,  and  the  courts  cannot  take  judicial 
notice  of  them."  For  want  of  such  proof  the  judgment  was  re- 
versed. 

In  the  case  of  Mayberry  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co,,  75  Mo.  492,  it 
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was  held  that  the  fact,  that  a  physician  in  the  service  of  a  railroad 
company  »8  authorized  to  buy  medicines  on  the  credit  of  the  com- 
pany, does  not  imply  a  power  to  bind  the  company  by  a  contract 
for  board,  lodging,  attendance  and  nursing  of  a  brakemau  injured 
on  one  of  the  company's  trains. 

In  tlie  case  of  Rankin  v.  New  England,  etc.,  Siloer  Mining  Co., 
4' Nov.  78,  it  was  held  that  "  No  one  can  be  held  upon  a  contract 
executed  by  another  as  agent,  until  it  is  satisfactorily  shown  that 
he  possessed  the  authority  to  act  for  the  principal  in  that  particular 
character  of  transaction,'^  and  hence,  that  the  full  power  of  a  fore- 
man to  employ  workmen  for  the  construction  of  a  mill,  and  pay 
them  for  their  services,  does  not  include  or  imply  the  power  to  pur- 
chase lumber  or  enter  into  contracts  respecting  it. 

The  case  of  Marquette,  etc.,  ft.  Co.  v.  Taft,  28  Mich .  289,  was  an 
action  by  a  surgeon  against  the  company  for  services  rendered  an 
employee  who  was  injured  while  on  duty.  He  was  employed  by 
the  superintendent  and  the  yard-master  who  had  charge  of  the  busi- 
ness and  men  in  the  yard,  where  the  employee  was  engaged  when 
i!ijured,  and  who  had  the  right  to  employ  men  for  all  purposes  they 
were  required  for  in  the  yard,  and  to  discharge  them.  While  the 
court  divided  as  to  the  authority  of  the  superintendent,  the  judges 
all  agreed  that  under  the  evidence  the  yard-master  had  no  author- 
ity to  bind  the  company  by  the  employment  of  the  surgeon.  The 
court  said:  "There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  evidence  respect- 
ing the  business  required  of  Theil  (yard-master),  or  in  his  position 
in  the  company's  service,  which  suggests  his  possession  of  authority 
to  bind  by  contracts  for  professional  services.  He  was  a  mere  yard- 
master,  charged  with  local  and  very  circumscribed  duties,  and  those 
duties  do  not  ap^K^ar  to  have  had  any  connection  with  the  employ- 
ment of  professional  assistance  for  the  company."  Two  of  the 
judges  held  that  without  proof  of  authority  on  the  part  of  the  super- 
intendent, other  than  that  furnished  by  his  title  simply,  the  com 
pany  was  not  bound  by  his  employment  of  the  surgeon. 

The  cavse  of  Cox  v.  Midland,  etc,  Ry.  Co,,  3  Exch.  268,  cited  in 
Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  at  page  506,  section  262,  was  an 
iwtion  by  a  physician  against  the  company  to  recover  for  attendance 
ui)on  a  i)erson  injured  by  the  company's  employees.  The  physician 
W5is  employed  by  a  station  master,  who  acted  as  the  chief  oflScer  of 
1  ho  passenger  and  other  departments.  It  was  held  that  the  com- 
pany was  not  liable.     Parke,   B.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
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coarty  after  giving  seTeral  illustrations  to  show  that  the  company 
was  not  liable,  said:  **  The  employer  of  an  agent  for  a  particular 
purpose  gives  only  the  authority  necessary  for  that  agency  under 
ordinary  circumstances." 

In  the  case  of  Atlantic,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Reisner,  18  Kans.  468,  it 
was  said:  **The  authorities  cited  sustain  the  proposition  that  a 
station  agent  of  a  railroad  company  is  not  authorized,  by  virtue  of 
liis  j[)08ition  as  such  agent,  to  employ  a  hotel-keeper,  at  the  expense 
of  the  company,  to  attend  to  one  of  its  brakemen,  injured  while 
working  for  the  company,  nor  to  furnish  such  employees  with  board 
and  lodging  while  disabled."  The  same  doctrine  is  fully  recognized 
in  the  following  cases:  Toledo,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rodrigues,  47  111. 
188;  Toledo,  etc.,  Ry.  Oo.  v.  Prince,  50  id.  26;  Cairo,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Mahomy,  82  id.  73;  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  19  Kaus.  256; 
Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Reechet,  24  id.  228;  8.  c,  1  Am.  &  E.  R. 
R.  Cas.  343.     See  also,  1  Rorer  Railroads,  666. 

Many  more  cases  to  the  same  effect  might  be  cited.  We  know  of 
no  authority  to  the  contrary,  and  think  none  can  be  found  that 
would  hold  the  company  liable  upon  the  contract  alone  of  the 
road-master,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  As  there  is 
nothing  before  us  to  show  that  the  contract  made  with  appellee 
by  the  road-master  was  within  the  line  of  his  employment,  or  that 
he  had  authority  to  represent  or  bind  the  corporation  by  such  a 
contract,  we  must  hold  that  the  corporation  is  not  bound  by  it, 
unless  it  was  recognized  and  ratified  by  the  corporation.  That  a 
contract  which  an  agent  has  no  authority  to  make  may  be  ratified 
by  the  corporation,  so  as  to  become  binding  upon  it,  is  well  settled 
by  the  authorities.  If  the  general  manager  in  this  instance  had 
authority  to  represent  and  bind  the  coi*poration  by  such  con- 
tracts, he  had  authority  to  ratify  the  contract  made  by  the  road- 
master.  If  he  had  such  authority,  the  evidence  here  is  ample  to 
show  that  the  contract  by  the  road-master  was  ratified,  and  thus 
became  obligatory  upon  the  corporation.  Here  we  meet  the  most 
important  and  difficult  question  iu  the  case.  There  is  evidence 
sufficient  to  show  that  Mr.  Snyder  was  the  general  manager  of 
appellant,  the  railway  company  :  but  direct  evidence  that  as 
general  manager  he  had  authority  to  bind  the  company  by  such  a 
contract,  is  wanting.  The  fjiet  that  the  drnt^ijist.  ])hy8ician  and 
one  of  the  nurses  were  paid  by  the  company,  is  some  evidence  of 
his  authority  as  to  the  contracts  with  them,  but  it  is  hardly  suffi- 
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cient,  of  itself,  upon  which  to  base  a  recovery  in  favor  of  appellee. 
As  there  is  no  direct  evidence  of  such  authority  having  been  dele- 
gated to  the  general  manager  by  the  corporation,  so  there  is  no  di- 
i-ect  evidence  as  to  what  his  duties  as  general  manager  were,  from 
which  his  authority  might  be  inferred.  Can  we  presume,  from  the 
title  **  general  manager,"  that  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  genernl 
manager  wore  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  contracts  for 
the  nursing  of  a  person  wounded  upon  appellant's  road?  The  term 
*' general  manager"  of  a  corporation,  according  to  the  ordinar}^ 
meaning  of  the  term,  indicates  one  who  has  the  general  direction 
and  control  of  the  affairs  of  the  coi))oration,  as  contradistinguished 
from  one  who  may  have  the  management  of  some  particular  branch 
of  the  business.  There  is  no  class  of  business  of  any  thing  like  the 
magnitude  of  the  railroad  business  of  to-day,  that  is  so  open  to 
common  observation,  and  of  which  the  general  public  know  so 
much.  The  terms  road-master,  section  boss,  conductor,  station 
agent,  superintendent  and  general  manager,  are  terms  familiar  to 
the  whole  people,  and  the  public  has,  in  the  main,  a  correct  under- 
standmg  of  the  ordinary  duties  of  these  several  classes  of  officers, 
agents  and  employees,  and  that  their  duties  and  powers  are  limited 
to  the  keeping  up  of  the  road,  rolling  stock,  etc.,  and  operating  the 
road  in  the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers.  We  should 
have  to  shut  our  eyes  to  the  most  common  observation  to  hold  that 
the  courts  will  not  presume  that  the  "general  manager  of  a  rail- 
way has  authority  to  bind  the  corporation  by  contracts  for  medical 
and  other  services  to  an  injured  employee,  passenger,  or  other  per- 
son wounded  on  the  road  by  any  agency  of  the  company. 

Different  section  bosses  or  road-masters  may  have  different  duties 
imposed  upon  them,  and  be  clothed  with  different  powers,  by  dif- 
ferent corporations.  The  same,  probably,  may  be  said  of  superin- 
tendents. Possibly  the  same  may  be  said  of  "general  managers," 
but  this  term  indicates  a  general  control  and  direction  of  all  mat- 
ters connected  with  the  operation  of  the  road,  and  until  the  con- 
trary IS  shown,  the  presumption  ought  to  be  indulged  by  the  court* 
that  such  an  officer  has  authority  to  care  for  the  wounded  persons 
above  mentioned.  In  many  cases  it  would  be  difficult  to  have  ac- 
tion by  the  board  of  directoi-s  ;  and  in  many  cases,  if  prompt  and 
(itHcient  measures  were  not  adopted,  the  corporation  might  be  sub- 
jected  to  additional  damages.  It  has  been  held  that  the  courts  will 
take  notice  of  the  duties  and  powers  of  cashiers  of  banks.  Farm- 
/TV,  efc.y  B(mk  v.  Troy  City  Banky  1  Doug.  (Mich.)  467. 
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In  the  case  of  Sturges  v.  Bank  of  Ctrdeville,  11  Ohio  St.  153, 
the  coart  said  :  ''It  is  not  claimed  that  the  respective  duties  of 
the  board  of  directors,  president  and  cashier,  in  the  exercise  of  the 
franchises  of  the  bank,  are  prescribed  by  the  charter.  So  far 
therefore  as  the  limitation  of  the  appropriate  duties  of  the  cashier 
depend  upon  his  office,  we  can  only  have  respect  to  the  ordinary 
and  well  understood  duties  of  that  officer  in  determining  his  powers. 
A  cashier  is  defined  to  be  one  who  has  charge  of  money,  or  who 
superintends  the  books,  payments  and  receipts  of  a  bank  or  mon- 
eyed institution.  His  actual  powers  and  duties,  like  those  of  all 
other  agents,  may  be  more  or  less  qualified,  restricted  or  enlarged 
by  the  corporation,  institution  or  party  for  whom  he  acts.  But  in 
this  case,  there  being  nothing  to  show  any  restriction  or  qualifica- 
tion of  his  powers  in  that  regard,  the  duties  of  the  cashier  may 
reasonably  be  understood  to  extend  to  the  buying  and  selling,  and 
negotiating  bills  of  exchange,  checks  and  promissory  notes,  as  well 
as  to  that  of  borrowing  money,  as  the  agent  of  the  bank,"  etc. 
These  cases  were  cited  approvingly  in  the  case  of  Tonsey  v.  Taw. 
19  Ind.  212.  If  the  courts  may  thus  take  notice  of  the  duties  and 
]K)wers  of  cashiers  of  banks,  we  can  think  of  no  reason  why  they 
should  not  presume,  from  the  title,  that  general  managers  of  rail- 
ways have  power  and  authority  to  bind  the  corporation  by  a  con- 
tract such  as  that  under  discussion. 

In  the  case  of  New  Albany,  etc.,  R.  Co,  v.  Haskell^  11  Ind.  301, 
it  was  held  that  the  corporation  was  liable  upon  a  contract  for  fenc- 
ing the  road,  made  by  a  general  superintendent  of  the  corporation. 
There  seems  to  have  been  no  evidence  of  his  duties  other  than  could 
be  inferred  from  the  title  *'  general  superintendent/'  The  court  said : 
"He  was  the  general  superintendent  of  the  road,  and  of  course 
the  general  agent  of  the  company,  and  as  such,  it  may  be  fairly 
presumed  that  he  was  clothed  with  authority  to  bind  his  principal 
in  contracts  relative  to  the  safe  and  effective  operations  of  the  road. 
Railroad  companies,  in  all  cases,  contract  through  their  agents. 
The  law  makes  it  their  interest  to  fence  their  track.  *  ♦  ♦  And 
upon  whom,  more  than  such  general  agent,  would  the  duty  of  mak- 
ing a  contract  similar  to  the  one  in  suit  appropriately  rest  ?  In  the 
absence  of  conflicting  evidence,  we  are  not  allowed  to  avoid  the 
conclusion,  that  the  agent,  in  this  instance,  acted  within  the  scope 
of  his  authority."  We  have  many  cases  of  ijrhat  may  be  presumed 
by  the  courts,  and  of  Avhat  thev  will  take  notice  without  proof. 
Vol.  XLTX       IW 
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The  following  are  not  directly  in  point  apon  the  exact  question 
under  examination,  but  they  are  analogous,  and  serve  to  throw  light 
upon  it :  Camion  v.  State,  18  Ind.  450  ;  Ward  v.  Colyhan^  30  id. 
395  ;  Manning  v.  Oasharte,  27  id.  399  ;  Hipes  v.  Cochran,  13  id. 
175  ;  Indianapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co,  v.  Stephens^  28  id.  429  ;  Indian- 
apolis, etc.,  7?.  Co,  V.  Case^  15  id.  42 ;  Ross  v.  BosioeU,  60  id.  235  ; 
Abshire  v.  Mather,  27  id.  381 ;  Ahdy.  Alexander,  45  id.  523  ;  s.  c, 
15  Am.  Rep.  270 ;  Eagan  v.  State,  53  Ind.  162  ;  Schltcht  v.  State, 
56  id.  173 ;  IViles  v.  State,  33  id.  206  ;  State  v.  Swift,  69  id.  505  ; 
Board,  etc.,  v.  May,  67  id,  562 ;  United  States  Ex.  Co.  v.  Keefer, 
59  id.  263  ;  Buell  v.  StaU,  72  id.  523  ;  T^rre  HauU,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  V,  Pierce,  95  id.  496  ;  Stout  v.  State,  96  id.  407  ;  Myers  v.  State, 
93  id.  251. 

In  the  case  of  Atlantic,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Reisner,  supra,  without 
proof  of  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  general  agent,  the  company 
was  held  liable  upon  his  contract  with  a  hotel  keeper  for  board  and 
attendance  to  a  brakeman,  injured  while  working  for  the  company. 
It  was  said:  '*  In  the  case  of  a  general  agency,  the  principal  holds 
out  the  agent  to  the  public  as  having  unlimited  authority  as  to  all 
liis  business.  When  the  witness  testified  that  Hyde  was  the  general 
agent  of  the  road  at  Atchison,  he  thereby  gave  evidence  that  the 
railroad  company  held  out  to  the  public  such  person  as  its  agent  in 
all  its  business  and  employment.  In  other  words,  the  general 
agent  of  the  company  is  virtually  the  corporation  itself.  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
General  manager  and  general  agent  are  synonymous  terms."  The 
same  doctrine  waa  held  in  the  case  of  Atchison,  etc.,  R.  Co,  v. 
Reecher,  supra. 

Tlie  case  of  Toledo,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rodrigues,  supra,  was  an 
;u?tion  to  recover  for  nursing  an  injured  employee.  The  nurse  was 
employed  by  the  local  station  agent,  who  by  letter  notified  the  gen- 
eral superintendent  of  the  road  of  the  employment  To  this  lett^^r 
there  was  no  answer  nor  was  the  employment  otherwise  disapproved. 
When  the  bill  was  presented  the  general  superintendent  said  that 
he  would  pay  reasonable  charges,  and  based  his  objection  only  ujK>n 
the  amount  of  the  bill.  It  was  held  that  this  amounted  to  a  rati- 
fication of  the  contract  by  the  agent  and  bound  the  company.  In 
speaking  of  the  general  superintendent  the  court  said:  "Asln« 
title  implies,  he  has  a  general  superintendence  of  the  business  af- 
fairs of  the  road  and  we  deem  it  but  a  reasonable  inference  to  con- 
<  liuie  that  this  was  within  the  scope  of  these  powers  and  that  when 
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exercised  the  company  must  be  held  liable."  Because  the  regula- 
tions are  not  open  to  the  public  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require 
positive  proof  of  such  authority. 

The  c^e  of  Terre  Haute,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Fierce,  supra,  was  an 
action  by  a  surgeon  to  recover  for  amputating  the  leg  of  an  em- 
ployee, injured  while  at  work  for  the  company.  The  facts  of  the 
employment  and  report  to  the  general  superintendent  were  almost 
identical  with  the  case  last  above.  It  was  held  that  the  company 
was  liable  upon  the  ground  of  ratification.  There  was  no  proof  of 
the  duties  or  powers  of  the  general  superintendent.  The  court 
seems  to  have  presumed  from  the  title  of  his  office,  that  he  had 
authonty  to  bind  the  company  for  such  surgical  services. 

The  case  of  Indianapolis,  etc.,  B.  Co.  v.  Morris,  67  111.  295,  was 
similar  except  that  the  action  was  to  recover  for  nursing  and  care, 
and  the  employment  was  by  the  conductor,  who  leported  to  the 
general  officera.  It  was  held  that  there  was  a  ratification  of  the  em- 
ployment, and  that  the  company  was  liable. 

Under  a  similar  state  of  facts,  a  like  ruling  was  made  in  the  case 
of  Cairo  di  St.  Louis  R.  Co.  v.  Mahoney,  82  III.  73.  In  the  case 
of  Pacific  R.  Co.  V.  Tlwmas,  19  Kans.  256,  it  was  held  that  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary  it  should  be  presumed  that  tlie 
general  superintendent  of  a  railway  has  authority  to  employ  phy- 
sicians and  surgeons  to  attend  an  employee  injured  while  working 
for  the  company,  and  hence  power  to  ratify  an  employment  by 
agents  who  had  no  such  authority.  This  case  went  further  than 
we  need  go  here,  and, announced  a  proposition  that  we  need  not 
now  approve  or  disapprove,  viz.,  that  the  same  presumption  should 
be  indulged  as  to  a  division  superintendent,  upon  whose  division 
the  injury  occurred.  The  company  was  held  liable  upon  the 
ground  that  the  employment  was  ratified  by  the  snj)erintendeiit. 
The  evidence  of  ratification  was  much  weaker  than  in  the  case 
before  us. 

The  doctrine  of  tlie  above  cases  is  fully  sustained  by  the  case  of 
Southgate'y.  Atlantic,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  61  Mo.  89,  and  the  case  of 
Ame^ncan  Ins.  Co.  v.  OaJcley,  9  Paige,  496;  38  Am.  Dec.  5G1, 
therein  cited.  Upon  the  general  doctrine  of  what  the  courts  take 
notice  without  proof,  see  1  Best  Ev.,  §  253;  Whart.  Ev.  1,  §  330  d 
seq.,  and  cases  cited. 

Applying  the  doctrine  of  tlie  above  authorities  to  the  case  before 
us,  it  must  be  held  that  the  genenil  manager  had  authority  to 
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make  the  contract  with  appellee,  and  hence  authority  to  ratify  the 
contract  as  made  by  the  road-master;  and  that  he  did  so  ratify 
it  and  thus  made  the  corporation  liable.  There  is  no  evidence  as 
to  how  Barnett  was  injured;  but  inasmucli  as  the  general  manager 
ratified  contracts  for  taking  care  of  him,  and  the  company  paid 
for  such  service  (except  the  claim  of  appellee)  it  should  be  pre- 
sumed —  there  being  no  evidence  to  the  contrary  —  that  the  injury 
was  so  inflicted  as  that  the  contract  for  his  care  was  not  ultra  vires. 
See  Board,  etc,l\,  Slatier,  52  Ind.  171;  City  of  Anderson  v.  O'Connor^ 
98  id.  168. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  that  would  justify  us  in  reversing 
the  judgment  because  of  an  excessive  recovery. 

We  have  given  to  the  questions  involved  in  this  case  a  thorough 
and  extended  examination,  not  on  account  of  the  amount  involved, 
but  on  account  of  the  importance  of  the  questions.  As  we  find 
no  available  error  in  the  record,  the  judgment  is  affirmed  with 
costs. 

JvdgmefU  affirmed. 


Cabtbr  v.  Louisvillb,  Nbw  Albany  akd  OHiOAao  Railway 

Company. 

(96  Ind.  858.)  « 

McuUr  and  serwmt  —  gervatUs  ejecting  trespasser  from  locomotive  engine. 

Where  a  trespasser  upon  a  railway  locomotive  engine  was  thrown  oflf  by  the 
servants  of  the  railway  company,  while  the  engine  was  moving  at  a  dan- 
gerous speed,  and  run  over  and  injured,  the  company  is  liable  therefor. 

A  CTION  for  personal  injuries.     The  opinion  states   the   case. 
I\     The  defendant  had  judgment  below. 

B,  F,  Love,  //.  C.  Morrison,  T,  B.  Adams,  L.  T.  Michener,  G. 

S.  Orth  and  /.  Park,  for  appellant. 

./.  /?.  Croffroth,  T  A.  Stuart,  S.  P.  Baird  &nd  W,  F.  SHUwett, 

for  api>ellee. 
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Morris,  C.  This  is  a  suit  for  damages  commenced  by  the  appel- 
lant against  the  appellee  for  a  personal  injury,  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  the  wrong  of  the  appellee.  The  complaint  contains  four 
paragraphs. 

It  is  stated  in  the  first  paragraph  of  tlie  complaint  that  on  the 
24th  day  of  July,  1877,  the  appellee  was  running  and  operating  a 
railroad  located  in  Tippecanoe  county;  that  it  was  running  engines 
and  cars  on  its  said  road,  and  that  it  was,  at  the  same  time,  using 
and  running  an  engine  on  a  side  track  of  said  road,  m  and  near 
the  city  of  Lafayette,  in  said  county,  in  and  about  the  transaction 
of  its  business;  that  while  engaged  in  running  and  operating  said 
engine  on  said  side  track  in  and  about  its  said  business,  and  when 
said  engine  was  not  in  motion,  the  appellant  and  others,  with  the 
knowledge  of  and  without  objection  from  the  servants  of  the  ap- 
pellee having  charge  of  said  engine,  got  on  to  the  same;  that  while 
the  appellant  was  so  on  said  engine,  and  seated  in  the  front  part  ot 
the  same,  under  the  head-light  thereof,  said  servants  of  the  appel- 
lee, having  charge  of  said  engine,  put  the  same  in  motion  on  said 
side  track,  and  while  said  engine  was  running  at  a  rate  of  speed 
that  made  it  unsafe  for  the  appellant  to  get  off  of  the  same,  one 
of  said  servants  ordered  him  off,  to  which  he  replied  that  he  would 
get  off  if  they  would  stop  the  engine  so  that  he  could  safely  do  so: 
that  thereupon,  without  checking  the  speed  of  the  engine,  the  said 
servant  shoved  him  off  of  said  engine  on  to  said  side-track  and  in 
front  of  the  engine,  in  such  position  that  his  left  leg  came  in  con- 
tact with  the  rail  of  said  track;  that  the  wheels  of  said  engine 
passed  over  the  appellant's  left  leg,  crushing  the  bones  thereof  so 
that  it  became  and  was  necessary  to  amputate  his  said  leg  some 
four  inches  below  the  knee;  that  he  suffered  great  pain  and  was 
put  to  great  expense,  eta 

The  second  paragraph  of  the  complaint  is  like  the  first,  except 
that  the  statement  that  the  appellant  got  upon  the  engine  with  the 
knowledge  and  without  objection  from  the  appellee's  servants  hav- 
ing charge  of  said  engine,  is  omitted.  It  states  that  one  of  the 
appellee's  servants  having  charge  of  said  engine  seized  the  appel- 
lant and  negligently  threw  him  from  said  engine.  In  other 
respects  they  arc  the  same. 

The  third  paragraph  is  in  substance  the  same  as  the  first;  it 
states  that  the  appellant  got  on  the  engine  with  the  knowledge  and 
notice  of  the  appellee;  that  the  appellee,  through  its  servants  and 
while  the  engine  was  in  motion,  shoved  the  appellant  off,  etc. 
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The  fourth  paragraph  is  the  same  as  the  third  except  that  it 
states  that  the  appellee  negligently  and  cai'elessly  pushed  the  appel- 
lant from  the  engine. 

'J'he  appellee  demurred  separately  to  each  paragraph  of  the  com- 
jilaint,  on  the  ground  that  neither  states  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action.  The  court  sustained  the  several  demurrers, 
and  the  appellant  electing  to  stand  by  his  complaint,  final  judg- 
ment was  rendered  for  the  appellee. 

The  errors  assigned  bring  in  question  the  rulings  of  the  court 
upon  the  demurrers  to  the  complaint. 

The  appellee  contends  that  each  paragraph  of  the  complaint  is 
fatally  defective,  because  neither  shows  it  to  have  been  in  fault; 
that  upon  the  facts  stated  it  is  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  those 
who  threw  the  appellant  from  the  engine;  that  those  who  threw  or 
pushed  the  appellant  off  the  engine  are  not  alleged  or  shown  to 
have  been  acting  within  the  scope  of  their  employment. 

It  may  be  safely  assumed,  we  think,  that  the  appellee  was  upon 
the  facts  stated  in  each  paragraph  of  the  complaint  wrongfully 
upon  the  appellee's  engine.  He  must  have  known  that  the  posi- 
tion which  he  had  voluntarily  taken  and  occupied  upon  the  engine 
— in  the  front  portion  of  it  under  the  head-light — was  a  dangerous 
and  improper  one.  Ho  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  invited  by  the 
appellee  or  its  servants  to  occupy  this  position  of  danger.  The  use 
of  the  engine,  its  construction  and  obvious  design,  unmistakably 
notified  the  appellant  that  it  was  not  intended  for  the  purpose  for 
which  he  was  improperly  using  it.  He  was  voluntarily  and  wrong- 
fully upon  the  engine  and  therefore  took  upon  himself  what- 
ever risks  and  perils  not  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  acts  of  those 
in  charge  of  the  engino  might  attend  the  position  which  he  had 
assumed.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  appellant  was  thus  upon 
the  engine  with  the  knowledge  of  and  without  objection  from 
those  in  charge  of  it,  excuse,  much  less  justify,  his  conduct.  The 
knowledge  of  the  appellee's  servants  and  their  failure  to  object  will 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  complaint  hardly  warrant 
the  inference  that  the  appellee  had  authonzed  such  servants  to 
assent  to  and  approve  for  it  the  conduct  of  the  appellant.  The 
engine  itself,  its  uses  and  obvious  design,  were  a  warning  and  pro- 
test against  the  conduct  of  the  appellant  which  he  was  not  at  liberty 
to  ignore  or  disregard.  He  could  not  without  negligence  assume 
the  position  which  he  avers  he  did,  so  obviously  dangerous,  even 
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with  the  permission  of  those  in  charge  of  the  engine.  Robertson 
V.  New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  22  Barb.  91. 

Though  wrongfully  upon  the  appellee's  engine,  the  appellant  did 
not  thereby  assume  the  risks  to  his  person  that  might  be  caused  by 
the  wrongful  acts  of  the  appellee's  servants,  and  if  such  acts  were 
expressly  or  constructively  authorized  by  the  appellee,  it  must  be 
held  to  be  liable  for  their  consequences.  It  is  averred  in  each  para- 
gmph  of  the  complaint,  that  one  of  the  appellee's  servants  pushed 
the  appellant  from  the  engine  while  it  was  moving  at  a  rate  of  speed 
which  rendered  it  dangerous  for  him  to  get  off  of  it;  that  he  fell  in 
front  of  it  and  on  the  rail  of  the  track,  and  was  injured  by  the 
wheels  of  the  engine  passing  over  his  leg.  Though  wrongfully  upon 
the  engine,  the  appellant  was  not  an  outlaw,  nor  did  he  thereby 
assume  the  risks  to  his  person  caused  by  the  alleged  conduct  of  the 
servants  of  the  appellee.  He  assumed  the  risks  incident  to  his  own 
wrong,  but  not  those  incident  to  or  directly  resulting  from  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  servant.  To  push  or  throw  the  appellant  from 
his  position  on  the  engine,  while  it  was  running  at  a  speed  that 
made  it  dangerous  for  him  to  get  off,  was  an  act,  not  of  omission, 
of  mere  negligence,  in  the  sense  in  which  the  word  is  used  in  the 
case  of  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Sinclair,  62  Ind.  301,  and  other  cases 
referred  to  by  the  appeUee,  but  of  reckless  aggression,  evincing  a 
wanton  indifference  to  consequences  and  willingness  to  inflict 
injury. 

The  appellee  contends  that  unless  it  is  alleged  or  shown  that  the 
acts  of  its  employees  were  willful  or  purposed,  the  complaint  is  bad, 
because  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  appellant.  Grant 
this,  though  we  do  not  decide  it,  yet  the  complaint  shows  that 
those  in  charge  of  the  engine  were  guilty  of  something  more  than 
mere  negligence,  as.  that  word  is  used  in  the  case  of  Pennsylvania 
Co.  v.  8i)iclair,  supra,  relied  upon  by  the  appellee.  There  was, 
according  to  the  averments,  that  ''something  more  than  mere  neg- 
ligence," which  evinces  willfulness,  a  purpose  to  injure.  Here  the 
injury  was  the  direct  result  of  the  aggressive  act  of  the  appellee's 
servant.  The  act  of  pushing  the  appellant  off  the  engine  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury.  The  wrong  of  the  appellant  was  not 
])roximate  to  the  injury  so  as  to  preclude  his  right  to  recover. 
True,  if  he  had  not  been  upon  the  engine,  he  would  not  have  been 
thrown  from  it;  but  though  wrongfully  upon  the  engine,  had  he 
In^en  let  alone,  or  properly  removed  from  it,   lie  might  not  have 


Digitized  by 


Google 


784  iJSDlAiVA, 


Carter  v.  Loaisville,  New  Albany  and  Chicago  Railway  Company. 

been  hurt  The  party  who  enters  a  street-car,  without  intending  to 
pay  his  fare,  is  there  wrongfully,  and  may  be  removed.  But  if 
negligently  thrown  from  the  csar  by  the  owner  and  injured,  no  one 
would  doubt  the  latter^s  liability.  See  Whart.  Neg.,  §§  345 
et  seq.y  and  notes;  Shear.  &  Redf.  Neg.,  §  364;  Lawrencebiirgh. 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Montgomery,  7  Ind.  474;  Howe  v.  Newmarch,  12 
Allen,  49;  Philadelphia,  etc,  R.  Co.  y.  Derby,  14  How.  468;  Jeffer- 
sonvilU  R,  Co.  v.  Rogers,  38  Ind.  116;  s.  c,  10  Am.  Rep.  103. 

Assuming,  as  we  have,  that  the  person  who  threw  the  appellant 
from  the  engine  was  the  servant  of  the  appellee,  and  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment,  we  think  the  complaint  is  clearly  good. 

We  think  it  too  clear  to  be  seriously  questioned  that  those  in 
charge  of  and  operating  the  engine  of  the  appellee,  in  transacting 
its  business,  had  not  only  the  right  to  remove  from  it  any  peraon 
wrongfully  upon  it,  but  authority  to  do  so  from  the  appellee. 
Authority  to  take  charge  of  and  operate  the  engine  would  include 
authority  to  remove  from  it  any  thing  or  person  whose  presence 
upon  it  might  in  any  way  interfere  with  its  use.  Such  authority  is 
indispensably  necessjiry  to  enable  the  servant  to  tninsact  the  busi- 
ness of  the  master.  The  question  is  not  as  to  the  manner  of  the 
removal,  but  whether  those  in  charge  of  an  engine  may,  by  authority 
of  the  master,  because  they  have  control  of  it,  remove  from  it  per- 
sons who  have  wrongfully  gotten  upon  it.  Had  those  in  charge  of 
the  engine  8topi>ed  it,  and  without  unnecessary  force  or  violence 
removed  tlie  appellant  from  it,  no  one  would  doubt  that  they  could 
justify  the  act  as  the  servants  of  the  appellee.  Indianapolis,  etc., 
R,  Co.  V.  McClaren,  62  Ind.  566;  Jeffersonville  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
aupra.  In  the  latter  cjise  it  is  said:  *'  If  the  act  of  the  servant  is 
within  the  general  scope  of  his  employment,  the  master  is  equally 
liable,  whether  the  act  is  willful  or  mei'ely  negligent;  *  *  or 
even  if  it  is  contrary  to  an  express  order  of  the  master."  It  can 
hardly  be  questioned,  we  think,  that  the  removal  of  a  person 
wrongfully  upon  an  engine  is  within  the  scope  of  the  employment 
of  tliose  to  whom  its  wire,  management  and  control  have  been  in- 
trusted. Wood  Mast,  and  Ser.  587,  655,  656;  EvansviUe,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  V.  Baum,  26  Ind.  70;  Noblesville,  etc.,  0.  R.  Go.  v.  Oause,  76 
id.  142;  s.  c,  40  Am.  Rep.  224. 

In  the  case  of  Rounds  v.  Delaware,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  64  N.T.  129  ;  s. 
c,  21  Am.  Rep.  597,  the  facts  were  substantially  as  follows  :  The 
plaintiff  jumped  upon  the  platform  of  a  baggage  car  on  the  defend- 
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ant's  road  to  ride  to  a  place  where  the  cars  were  being  backed  to 
make  up  a  train.  The  defendant's  rales  forbade  all  persons,  except 
certain  employees,  riding  on  baggage  cars,  and  directed  baggagemen 
to  rigidly  enforce  the  rule.  The  plaintiff's  evidence  tended  to  show 
that  the  baggageman  ordered  the  plaintiff  off  while  the  car  was  in 
motion.  A  pile  of  wood  was  near  the  track.  The  plaintiff  replied 
that  he  conld  not  get  off  because  of  the  wood,  whereupon  the  bag- 
gageman kicked  him  off ;  he  fell  against  the  wood  and  under  tlie 
cars  and  was  injured.  The  court  held  that  the  baggageman  was, 
while  kicking  the  plaintiff  off  the  platform,  acting  within  the  scope 
of  his  emplojrment,  and  that  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  tres- 
passer was  no  defense.  Hetoett  v.  Swifty  3  Allen,  420  ;  Piiisbitrg, 
etc,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Caldwell,  74  Penn,  St.  421  ;  Cooley  Torts,  120 ; 
Shea  V.  Sixth  Av.  R.  Co.,  62  N.  Y.  180  ;  s.  c,  20  Am.  Rep.  480 ; 
Lovett  V.  Salem,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  9  Allen,  557. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  several  paragraphs  of  the  complaint  are 
bad,  because  it  is  only  averred  that  one  of  several  employees  of  the 
appellee,  having  charge  of  the  engine,  pushed  the  appellant  from 
it,  without  specifying  the  duties  and  employment  of  this  particular 
one  of  said  employees.  After  stating  the  manner  in  which  the  ap- 
pellant got  upon  the  engine,  it  is  averred,  in  the  first  paragraph, 
that  the  employees  of  the  appellee  having  charge  of  the  engine  put 
it  in  motion,  that  one  of  said  employees  ordered  the  appellant  off, 
etc.  ;  **  that  said  employee  shoved  him  off,"  etc.  If,  as  thus  averred, 
one  of  several  employees  of  the  appellee,  having  charge  of  the  en- 
gine, put  him  off  of  it  in  the  manner  stated,  the  appellee  is  responsi- 
ble for  his  act.  In  this  respect  the  other  paragraphs  are  like  the 
first,  some  of  them  more  certain  indeed,  and  the  fourth  alleges 
that  the  appellee  threw  the  appellant  from  the  engine.  The  com- 
plainty  and  each  paragraph  of  it,  is  as  certain  and  specific  in  this  re- 
spect as  were  the  complaints  in  the  case  of  Evanaville,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
V.  Baum,  supra,  and  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Theobald,  61  Ind. 
246.  If  the  complaint  was  not  sufficiently  specific,  a  motion  to 
make  it  more  specific  would  have  been  proper. 

We  conclude  that  the  several  paragraphs  of  the  complaint  are 
good,  and  that  the  demurrer  to  them  should  have  been  overruled. 

Per  Curiam.  It  is  ordered,  upon  the  foregoing  opinion,  that 
the  judgment  below  be  reversed,  at  the  cost  of  the  appellee,  witl» 
instructions  to  overrule  the  demurrer  to  each  paragraph  of  tlic 
complaint. 

V0L.XLIX  — 99 
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On  Petition  for  a  Rbhbakiko. 

Pbk  Curiam.  While  a  member  of  the  Supreme  Court  Commis- 
sion, Mr.  Commissioner  Morris  wrote  an  opinion  overruling  the 
petition  for  a  rehearing.  That  opinion  has  been  held  under  advise- 
ment by  the  court  The  petition  for  a  rehearing  is  now  overruled, 
and  the  opinion  written  by  the  commissioner  is  adopted  i\&  the 
opinion  of  the  court.     It  is  as  follows : 

A  petition  for  a  rehearing,  accompanied  by  an  earnest  and  able 
argument,  has  been  filed  in  this  case.  The  appellee  complains  that 
in  the  opinion  no  notice  is  taken  of  the  fact,  that  in  several  of  the 
paragraphs  of  the  complaint,  the  engine  which  is  alleged  to  have 
run  upon  and  injured  the  appellant  is  described  as  a  ''  switching 
engine."  This  is  true,  but  as  the  engine  is  not  described  in  any  of 
the  paragraphs  as  having  been  used  in  connection  with  a  passenger 
train,  it  was  thought  unnecessary  to  notice  such  fact. 

It  is  held  in  the  main  opinion  that  the  servants  of  a  railroad 
company,  to  whom  the  management  and  control  of  an  engine  have 
been  intrusted,  whether  used  for  switching  or  other  purposes,  have, 
while  using  and  controlling  it,  implied  authority  to  remove  from  it 
any  trespasser  who  may  get  upon  it  or  attempt  to  occupy  and 
(control  it.  In  thus  holding,  the  appellee  insists  that  the  court 
erred.  The  appellee  admits,  as  we  understand  its  counsel,  that 
those  in  charge  of  its  passenger  engines  and  trains  have  implied 
authority,  as  its  servants,  to  remove  and  put  off  persons  wrongfull3- 
upon  such  engines  and  trains;  but  it  denies  that  its  servants,  ti> 
whom  it  has  given  the  management  and  control  of  a**  switching 
engine,"  have  implied  authority  to  remove  from  it  persons  wrong- 
fully upon  it  while  so  being  used  by  its  servants  in  the  transaction 
of  its  business.  If  such  servants  have  no  such  implied  authority, 
a  rehearing  should  be  granted;  if  they  have  such  authority  the 
petition  should  be  overruled. 

It  is  said  by  the  appellee,  that  switching  engines  are  used  for 
kx^al  purposes  —  to  place  and  replace  cars,  etc.  —  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  and  discharging  passengers;  that  therefore  its 
employees  have  no  implied  authority  to  remove  from  an  engine 
committed  to  their  care  for  such  purposes,  persons  wrongfully  upon 
it,  whether  their  presence  may  or  may  not  intf»rfere  with  the  use  of 
the  engine  and  the  business  to  be  transacted.  Several  cases  are 
cited  in  support  of  this  view.     The  first  case  to  which  the  appellee 
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calfs  our  attention  is  that  of  Towanda  Coal  Co.  v.  Heeman^  8ii 
Penn.  St.  418.  In  this  case  a  minor  liud  climlxjd  upon  one  of  the 
defendant's  coal  cars  when  in  motion.  A  brakeman  drove  him  off 
by  throwing  coal  at  him.  He  was  hit  in  the  face  by  a  piece  of  coal 
which  caused  him  to  fjJl,  whereby  he  was  injured.  It  wjis  held 
that  the  defendant  was  not  liable.  The  i)roof  showed  clearly  that 
the  brakeman  was  not  in  charge  of  the  coal  train;  that  though  a 
coal  train  (the  appearance  of  which  showed  that  it  wa.s  not  used 
for  transporting  passengers),  its  conductor,  as  its  general  manager, 
had  authority  to  remove  trespassers  fi"om  it.  This  was  conceded 
by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  the  reasoning  and  whole  drift  of 
the  case  show  that  had  the  conductor  violently  removed  the  boy,  a 
different  result  would  have  been  reached. 

The  next  case  cited  by  the  appellee  is  that  of  Marion  v.  Chicago, 
sic,  R,  Co.,  59  Iowa,  428;  s.  c,  44  Am.  Rep.  687,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  act  of  a  brakeman  in 
putting  a  trespasser  off  a  freight  train  in  motion,  without  direction 
from  the  conductor,  who  alone  was  authorized  by  the  defendant  to 
order  such  ejection.  The  court  held  the  defendant  not  liable  be- 
cause the  brakeman  had  no  authority,  express  or  implied,  to  remove 
ti-espassers  from  the  tniin.  But  it  further  held  that  the  conductor, 
by  his  general  employment  as  the  manager  of  the  train,  had  such 
authority,  and  that  had  he  ejected  as  did  the  brakeman,  the 
plaintiff  from  the  train,  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable. 
And  we  think  it  equally  clear,  that  had  a  tramp  got  upon  the  en- 
gine, not  as  a  passenger  or  for  the  purpose  of  stealing  a  ride,  but 
from  mere  idle  curiosity,  the  conductor  or  engineer  would  have  had 
anthority  to  remove  him,  not  because  he  had  charge  of  passengers, 
but  because  he  had  the  general  control  of  the  engine  and  train. 
The  removal  of  such  a  trespasser  would  have  about  the  same  rela- 
tion to  the  business  of  transporting  passengers  that  the  removal 
had,  in  the  case  before  us,  to  the  business  of  changing  the  position 
of  cars.  If  the  servant  in  charge  of  the  freight  train  would  be 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  in  removing  from  his 
engine  such  a  trespasser,  would  not  the  servant,  in  charge  of  a 
switching  engine,  also  have  the  implied  authority  to  remove  such  a 
trespasser  from  the  engine  in  his  charge?  The  relation  of  the  ser- 
vant and  the  trespasser  to  the  business  of  the  employer  would  be 
the  same  in  both  cases.  The  trespasser  upon  the  engine  would 
interfere  no  more  with  the  transportation  of  freight  or  even  pa^i- 
sengers,  than  he  would  with  the  changing  of  cars. 
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The  next  case  relied  upon  by  the  appellee,  which  we  notice,  is  tSiat 
of  Wright  v.  Wikox,  19  Wend.  343 ;  32  Am.  Dec.  507.  The  defendant's 
servant  was  driving  a  wagon.  A  boy  asked  permission  to  ride .  The 
servant  said  he  might  when  he  got  to  the  top  of  a  hill  which  he  was 
then  ascending.  The  boy  got  hold  of  the  side  of  the  wagon  between 
the  front  and  hind  wheels.  The  servant  cracked  his  whip  and  the 
horaes  started  into  a  trot,  whereby  the  boy  was  thrown  under  the 
wheels  and  injured.  The  master  and  servant  were  sued  jointly. 
It  was  held  by  the  court  that  they  were  not  jointly  liable.  It  was 
also  held  that  the  act  of  the  servant  was  clearly  willful,  and  tliat 
therefore  the  master  was  not  liable.  The  court,  following  the  rule 
stated  in  McManua  v.  Orickeit,  1  East,  106,  says: 

"  If  Stephen, '*  the  servant,  **in  whipping  the  horses,  acted  with 
the  willful  intention  to  throw  the  plaintiff's  boy  off,  it  was  a  plain 
trespass,  and  nothing  but  a  trespass,  for  which  the  master  of 
Stephen  is  no  more  liable  than  if  his  servant  had  committed  any 
other  assault  and  battery.  All  the  cases  agree  that  a  master  is  not 
liable  for  the  willful  mischief  of  his  servant,  though  he  be  at  the 
time,  in  other  respects,  engaged  in  the  service  of  the  former." 
Again  the  court  says:  *'  The  law  holds  such  willful  act  a  departure 
from  the  master's  business."  This  statement  of  the  law  is  not  cor- 
rect. If  the  act  of  the  servant  is  within  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment, the  master  is  liable,  however  willtul  the  act  on  the  part 
of  the  servant  may  have  been.  In  speaking  of  this  and  the  class  of 
cases  to  which  it  belongs,  Thompson  in  his  work  on  Negligence, 
886-7,  says:  *'If  he,"  the  servant,  ''makes  use  of  his  master*^ 
property  in  committing  this  wrong,  he  will  be  deemed,  according 
to  the  fantastic  reasoning  of  Lord  Kenyon"  in  McManus  v. 
Oricketi,  supra,  *'to  have  acquired,  for  the  time  being,  a  special 
property  therein.  The  fallacy  of  this  reasoning  was,  that  it  made 
a  certain  mental  condition  of  the  servant  the  test  by  which  to  deter- 
mine whether  he  was  acting  about  his  master's  business  or  not. 
Moreover,  with  respect  of  all  intentional  acts  done  by  a  servant  in 
the  supposed  furtherance  of  his  master's  business,  it  clothed  the 
master  with  immunity  if  the  act  was  right,  because  it  was  right; 
and  if  it  was  wrong,  it  clothed  him  with  a  like  immunity  because 
it  was  wrong."  He  further  says  :  **  A  doctrine  so  fruitful  of  mi»- 
chief  could  not  long  stand  unshaken  in  an  enlightened  system  of 
jurisprudence."  See  the  cases  cited  on  p.  887,  repudiating  the 
doctrine,  which  the  author  says  is  not  the  law. 
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The  case  of  Isaacs  v.  Tliird  Avenue  R.  Co,,  47  N.  Y.  122;  s.  c, 
7  Am.  Bep.  418,  relied  upon  by  the  appellee,  has  been  substantially 
overruled.  Wood  disapproves  the  case  in  his  work  on  Master  and 
Servant 

The  case  of  Shea  v.  Sixth  Avenue  R,  Co,y  62  N.  Y.  180,  is,  in  its 
reasoning,  opposed  to  it.  In  Mott  v.  Consumers'  Ice  Co,,  73  N.  Y. 
543,  Judge  Allbn,  who  prepared  the  opinion  in  the  case,  admitted 
that  it  had  been  questioned,  that  it  was  a  ^*  border  case,"  and  that 
it  *'  may  seem  to  infringe  upon  some  of  the  other  reported  cases." 

Other  cases  are  referred  to  by  the  appellee.  We  have  examined 
them,  and  think  they  are  not  in  conflict  witli  the  main  opinion  in 
this  case. 

In  the  case  of  Hoffman  v.  New  York  Cent.,  etc.,  R.  Co,,  87  N. 
Y.  25;  s.  c,  41  Am.  Eep.  337,  it  was  held  that  a  brakeman  on  a 
l)assengei'  train,  as  well  as  the  conductor,  had  implied  authority  to 
remove  from  the  train  a  boy  who  had  jumi>ed  on  the  platform  of  one 
of  the  cars  for  the  purpose  of  stealing  a  ride,  and  that  the  employer 
would  be  liable  if  he  improperly  removed  the  boy  while  the  train 
wjis  in  motion.  The  court  says:  '*  Suppose  a  train  was  standing 
still,  and.a  trespasser  was  put  off  by  force  by  a  brakeman,  using  no 
unnecessary  violence,  would  it  not  be  a  good  defense  to  an  action 
against  him  for  the  assault,  that  he  was  a  brakeman,  and  did  the 
i\Gt  complained  off  in  that  capacity,  although  without  express 
authority  ?  The  implied  authority  in  such  a  case  is  an  inference 
from  the  nature  of  the  business,  and  its  actual  daily  exercise,  ac- 
cording to  common  observation  and  experience  ''  Equally  may  the 
authority  of  those  in  charge  of  a  switching  engine  to  remove  tres- 
passers from  it  be  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  business  and  its 
actual  daily  exercise,  according  to  common  observation.  And  so 
too  might  one  in  charge  of  such  an  engine,  if  sued  for  assault  for 
removing  a  trespasser  from  it,  answer  that  he  was  in  charge  of  it 
as  the  servant  of  the  company.  The  court,  in  support  of  its  decis- 
ion, refers  to  Rounds  v.  Delaware,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  64  N.  Y.  129. 

In  the  case  of  Benton  v.  Chicago,  etc,  R,  Co,,  55  Iowa,  496,  a  boy 
had  entered  an  empty  freight  car  to  steal  a  ride.  He  was  discovered 
by  the  conductor  and  roughly  ordered  out.  The  train  was  in  mo- 
tion. The  only  way  of  escape  was  through  a  window,  and  the  boy, 
in  attempting  to  crawl  out,  lost  his  hold  and  fell  upon  the  track 
and  was  run  over  and  killed.  It  was  held,  upon  proof  of  these  facts, 
that  the  case  should  go  to  the  jury.  Ko  doubt  was  expressed  as  to  the 
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uathohty  of  the  conductor  properly  to  remove  the  boy.  The  train 
was  not  a  passenger  train,  bat  a  freight  train.  Presumably,  it  was 
to  be  used  simply  for  the  transportation  of  freight.  The  con- 
ductor's authority  to  remove  trespassers  from  such  a  train  can  be 
inferred  or  implied  only  from  the  fact  that  he  has  control  of  the 
train,  and  from  the  nature  of  the  business  and  the  means  employiHl 
in  its  transaction.  The  exercise  of  such  power  is  necessiu-y  alike 
for  the  protection  and  security  of  the  employer  and  the  public. 

In  the  case  of  Evans  v.  Davidson^  53  Md.  245  ;  s.  c,  36  Am. 
Rep.  400,  a  general  farm  servant,  in  the  absence  of  his  master, 
undertook,  with  other  servants,  to  drive  a  cow  of  the  plaintiif  out 
of  his  master's  cornfield  into  which  she  had  broken,  and  in  doing 
so,  struck  the  cow  with  a  stone  and  killed  her  in  the  field.  The 
master  was  held  liable. 

In  the  case  of  CauUy  v.  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.,  98  Penn.  St. 
498,  a  boy  got  upon  a  sand  car  standing  upon  a  switch.  The  car  was 
moved  a  few  yards,  and  while  in  motion  the  conductor  ordered  him 
off.  In  obeying  the  order  the  boy  was  injured.  Upon  the  trial  the 
boy  offered  to  prove  the  above  facts.  The  court  ruled  the  offei-ecl 
evidence  out,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  did  not  tend  to  provo 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  servants.  Paxson,  J., 
says  :  **  All  the  conductor  did  was  to  order  the  plaintiff  off  the 
car.  This  was  his  duty.  The  boys  were  trespassers,  and  their 
removal  from  the  cars  was  not  in  itself  a  cause  of  complaint.  Wiks 
there  any  thing  in  the  manner  of  their  removal  which  would  render 
the  defendant  company  liable  in  damages  ?  The  plaintiff  was  not 
thrown  off.  He  was  not  touched  by  the  conductor  or  any  railroad 
employee.  ♦  ♦  ♦  Before  the  company  can  be  held  liable  it 
must  appear  that  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  was  the  natural  and 
probable  result  of  the  conductor's  order. " 

The  court  held  that  the  offered  evidence  did  not  tend  to  prove 
this,  and  that  therefore  there  was  no  error  in  its  exclusion.  But 
the  court  also  held  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  conductor  having 
control  of  the  sand  car  to  remove  the  trespassing  boys  from  it.  The 
conductor's  authority  was  not  inferred  from  the  fact  that  it  was  his 
duty  to  receive  and  discharge  passengers  on  and  from  the  sand  car, 
for  its  form  and  construction,  as  well  as  its  use,  was  notioe  to  him 
and  all  others,  that  it  was  not  intended  and  could  not>  any  mon^ 
than  a  switching  engine,  properly  be  used  for  any  such  purjH)Kc. 
It  WM8  his  duty  to  remove  trespassers  from  the  sand  car,  because  its 
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management  and  control  had  been  intrusted  to  him,  and  because 
such  a  use  of  the  sand  car  by  trespassers  would  be  incompatible 
with  the  use  which  the  conductor  was,  by  his  employment,  required 
to  make  of  it  in  the  transaction  of  his  employer's  business.  The 
court  assumed,  that  had  the  conductor  improperly  removed  the 
plaintiff  from  the  sand  cai',  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable. 
This  case  is,  we  think,  directly  in  point.  Had  the  appellant  wrong- 
fully intruded  himself  into  and  occupied  the  engineer's  cab,  to  tlie 
exclusion  of  the  latter,  could  not  those  in  charge  of  the  engine 
have  removed  him,  using  no  unnecessary  force.  Would  not  the 
possession  and  control  of  the  engine,  and  their  duty  to  use  it  in 
placing  and  replacing  cars,  have  clothed  them  by  implication  with 
authority  to  remove  such  a  trespasser  ?  Would  it  not,  as  in  the 
case  just  cited,  have  been  their  duty  to  do  so  ?  If  the  position  of 
the  appellee  is  the  law,  those  in  charge  of  the  engine  would  havc^ 
no  power  to  remove  the  trespasser,  because  the  engiue.was  not  to 
be  used  in  hauling  passengers,  instead  of  placing  and  i^eplacing  cars. 

As  against  those  to  whom  the  possession  of  the  engine  had  been 
given  for  a  special  purpose,  and  the  exclusive  possession  and  con- 
trol of  which  were  essential  to  accomplish  that  pui^pose,  the  tres- 
passer must  be  regarded  as  the  rightful  occupant  of  the  engine, 
though  his  possession,  by  preventing  the  use  of  it  in  placing  and  re- 
placing cars,  might  ruinously  delay  the  transportation  of  freight, 
endanger  the  safety  of  property  and  passengera,  and  expose  the 
employer  to  incalculable  losses.  We  think  the  appellee,  by  placing 
its  servants  in  possession  of  a  switching  engine  for  the  purpose  of 
placing  and  replacing  cars  upon  its  ti*ack  at  Lafayette,  impliedly 
gave  them  authority  not  only  to  retain  the  exclusive  possession  of 
the  engine  while  so  engaged,  but  to  remove  from  it  all  trespassei-s 
and  wrong-doers. 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Chicago,  etc,  R.  Co.,  58  Iowa,  348,  it 
was  held  that  those  in  charge  of  the  appellant's  station-house  had 
implied  authority  to  remove  from  the  waiting  room  a  person  who 
was  not  there  for  the  purpose  of  taking  passage  on  the  appellant's 
road,  and  that  if  unnecessary  force  and  violence  were  used  in  his 
removal,  the  appellant  would  be  liable.  It  was,  says  the  coui-t, 
nothing  more  than  the  application  of  the  ancient  rule,  that  if  one 
person  came  into  the  dwelling-house  of  another  without  right,  after 
requesting  him  to  depart,  and  his  refusal  to  comply,  he  may  be  re- 
moved by  gently  laying  hands  upon  him  and  using  such  force  as  is 
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reasonably  necessary  to  effect  the  object.  Because  the  employer 
might,  if  present,  remove  from  its  engine  a  trespasser,  or  from  its 
station-house  an  intruder,  so  may  the  servant  to  whom  the  posses- 
sion, care  and  use  of  the  station-house  or  switching  engine  have 
lH3en  intrusted,  remove  from  the  one  or  the  other  trespassers  and 
wrong-doers.  It  is  the  right  of  possession  in  the  master,  and  the 
duty  of  the  servant  to  whom  the  property  has  been  intrusted,  to 
keep  and  maintain  that  possession  for  the  master,  which  give  the 
latter  the  right  to  remove  trespassers.  See  also  the  case  of  Nash- 
ville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Erwin,  3  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Oases  465. 


Omr  OP  South  Bend  v.  Habdt. 

(96Ind.  5n.) 

WUnesa — cfrow-examiiuUioih  —  ineulpatian. 

Where  a  plaintiff  has  testified  in  his  own  behalf  in  a  suit  for  personal  injaiy 
by  a  defective  sidewalk,  it  is  discretionary  to  allow  him  to  be  asked  on  cross- 
examination  whether  he  had  not  combined  with  others  several  years  before 
to  defraud  an  insurance  company,  he  not  claiming  his  privilege. 

ACTION  for  persona)  injury  by  negligence.     The  opinion  states 
the  point. 

/.  Haggerty  and  L.  Hubbard,  for  appellant. 

W,  0.  George  and  A,  Anderson,  for  appellee. 

Black,  0.  The  appellant  was  sued  by  the  appellee  to  recover 
damages  for  his  personal  injury,  caused  through  the  negligence  of 
the  appellant,  by  a  defect  in  a  sidewalk  over  which  the  appellee 
was  passing  at  night.     There  was  an  answer  of  general  denial. 

Two  questions  embraced  in  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  made  by  the 
appellant,  the  overruling  of  which  is  assigned  as  error,  are  presented 
by  counsel  for  our  consideration.  The  first  relates  to  the  exclusion 
of  certain  evidence;  the  second,  to  the  giving  of  the  eleventh  in- 
struction to  the  jury. 
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The  plaintiff  testified  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behall  On  cross- 
examination  he  testified  that  he  was  absent  from  South  Bend  a  short 
time;  that  he  was  in  Michigan  and  Wisconsin;  in  Wisconsin  most 
of  the  time,  in  Michigan  four  days;  that  he  was  in  Cadillac 
Michigan;  that  he  did  not  conspire  with  others  to  defraud  a  life 
insurance  company  during  his  absence;  that  he  did  have  life 
insurance  before  he  went  to  Michigan. 

Counsel  for  the  appellant  then  asked  the  witness,  *'  What  amount 
of  life  insurance  did  you  have  at  the  time  you  were  absent  from 
the  State?"  Upon  objection  being  made  by  the  appellee  to  this 
question,  counsel  for  the  appellant  stated  to  the  court,  **  that  the 
defendant  proposed  and  offered  to  prove,  by  such  cross-examination, 
circumstances  tending  to  show  that  said  plaintiff  had  had  a  large 
amount  of  insurance  on  his  life;  that  he  secretly  left  the  State  and 
concealed  himself;  that  during  his  absence  his  friends  attempted 
to  collect  his  life  insurance,  alleging  that  he  was  dead;  and  facts 
tending  to  show  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  such  concerted  attempt  to 
defraud  the  life  insurance  company." 

The  court  sustained  the  objection  and  refused  to  require  the 
witness  to  answer  the  question. 

Counsel  for  the  appellant  then  asked  the  witness,  ''  Do  you  not 
know  that  durmg  your  absence  it  was  alleged  by  your  acquaint- 
ances that  you  were  drowned  at  Cadillac,  Michigan  ?"  To  which 
the  witness  answered,  **  Yes."  Counsel  for  appellant  then  asked 
the  witness,  *^  Did  you  not  have  your  life  insured  before  yon  left 
South  Bend  for  Michigan  and  Wisconsin?  "  Counsel  for  the  appel- 
lee objected  to  the  question.  Counsel  for  the  appellant  then  stated: 
"  We  expect  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  insured  his  life  for 
$5,000  before  going  away;  that  he  concealed  his  whereabouts;  that 
with  his  knowledge,  and  to  defraud  the  life  insurance  company,  it 
was  reported  by  his  friends  that  he  had  been  drowned  at  Cadillac, 
Michigan;  that  he  went  to  Wisconsin  to  conceal  himself  to  assist 
in  the  attempted  fraud."  The  court  ruled  that  the  question  should 
not  be  put  or  answered. 

The  date  of  the  trial  was  January  9,  1883.  There  was  evidence 
showing  that  the  appellee's  absence  from  South  Bend,  when  he 
visited  Michigan  and  Wisconsin,  was  an  absence  for  about  three 
weeks  in  June  or  July,  1880  or  1881. 

The  particular  facts  which  it  was  sought  by  these  questions  to 
elicit,  and  the  professed  purpose  of  the  cross-examination,  were 
VoL.XLIX  — 100 


{ 


Digitized  by 


Google 


794  INDIANA, 


atj  of  South  Bend  v.  Hardj. 


collateral  and  irrelevant  to  the  principal  matter  in  dispute.  What- 
ever the  answers  of  the  witness  might  have  been,  they  would  not 
liave  helped  to  prove  or  disprove  the  alleged  cause  of  action.  The 
evidence  sought  might  have  tended  to  impair  the  credibility  of  the 
witness,  and  to  do  this  was  the  purpose  of  the  questioner. 

In  weighing  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  the  jury  may  consider 
liis  interest,  but  we  see  no  reason  why  a  party  should  otherwise 
stand  upon  a  different  footing  from  other  witnesses  as  to  the  modes 
of  attacking  his  credibility. 

The  limits  of  cross-examination,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching 
the  credit  of  witnesses,  have  not  been  in  all  respects  clearly  defined 
and  uniformly  established.  Much  contrariety  is  attributable  t^j 
the  great  latitude  allowable  in  this  regard,  in  some  instances,  in 
tiio  exercise  of  discretion  by  the  trial  court.  A  witness  cannot,  on 
cross-examination,  be  interrogated  as  to  a  particular  fact  which  is 
(collateral  and  irrelevant,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting 
liim  by  other  evidence,  and  of  thereby  discrediting  his  testimony. 
If  such  a  question  is  put  to  a  witness  and  answered,  his  answer  is 
conclusive,  and  he  cannot  be  contradicted.  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §§  448, 
440. 

In  Bersch  v.  State,  13  Ind.  434,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
against  Bersch  for  passing  counterfeit  money,  the  principal  witness 
for  the  prosecution  was  one  Deckhard.  On  cross-examination,  the 
defendant  proposed  to  ask  this  witness  if  he  had  not  passed  a  coun- 
terfeit bill  as  a  genuine  one  in  Louisville,  and  that  he  had  sworn 
about  it  on  a  former  occasion.  The  trial  court  held  the  question 
inadmissible.  On  appeal,  this  court  said  that  if  the  defendant's 
object  was  to  lay  the  foundation  for  the  contradiction  of  the  wit- 
ness, such  contradiction  would  be  a  violation  of  the  rule  that  it 
must  be  as  to  matter  relevant  to  the  issue,  and  that  if  the  defend- 
ant relied  upon  the  answer  to  impeach  the  character  of  the  witness, 
he  was  attemping  to  violate  the  rule,  that  evidence  for  that  purpose 
should  not  go  to  particular  acts,  but  to  general  character.  But  it 
wjis  said  that  perhaps  the  court  might,  in  its  discretion,  have  let 
the  question  go  to  the  witness  under  proper  advice,  and  that  there 
was  no  error  in  the  ruling. 

In  an  action  by  a  father  for  the  seduction  of  his  daughter,  her 
(character  for  chastity  is  involved  in  the  question  of  damages,  and 
proof  of  her  particular  acts  of  sexual  immorality  has  been  heW 
admissible. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


NOVEMBKH  TEUM,  1S84.  795 

City  of  South  Bend  v.  Hardy. 


It  has  been  held  by  this  court  that  in  such  a  case  the  principal 
female  witness  could  not,  over  objections  made  by  counsel^  be  asked, 
on  cross-examination,  whether  she  had  not  previously  been  criminal 
witli  other  men.  It  was  said  that  in  her  character  as  a  witness 
she  stands  as  any  other  witness  in  the  case  (S/uiHuck  v.  Myers,  13 
Tnd.  46),  and  that  in  that  character  she  may  be  imx)eached  only  "  in 
the  usual  mode,  through  general  questions."  Long  v.  Morrison^  14 
Ind.  595. 

In  Wilson  v.  State,  16  Ind.  392,  which  was  a  prosecution  for  mpe, 
in  speaking  of  a  proposal  of  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  prose- 
cutrix was  a  keeper  of  a  house  of  prostitution,  and  that  she  had 
with  knowledge  received  a  portion  of  the  price  of  illicit  intercourse 
of  a  certain  man  with  another  woman  kept  in  said  house,  the  prop- 
osition being  to  make  the  proof  by  the  evidence  of  another  witness, 
it  was  said  that  the  evidence  could  only  be  offered  to  show  that 
there  was  not  the  utmost  reluctance  and  resistance,  and  that  **  the 
evidence  of  a  particular  act  of  immorality  is  not  admissible  to  im- 
peach a  witness,  or  affect  his  general  character,"  and  Shattuck  v. 
Jfyers,  snpra,  and  Long  v.  Morrison,  supra,  were  cited. 

Ill  Shattiick  V.  Myers,  supra,  the  question  by  which  it  was 
sought  to  elicit  evidence  of  particular  immoral  acts  was  asked  on 
<iv>ss-examination  of  the  principal  female  witness  in  an  action  for 
seduction,  and  the  evidence  sought  related  to  previous  acts  of 
criminal  sexual  intercourse  of  the  witness  with  other  men  than  the 
defendant.  In  Long  v.  Morrison^  supra,  it  was  not  stated  how  the 
attempt  to  prove  the  particular  immoral  act  of  th^  witness  was 
made,  though  it  would  seem,  from  the  language  used,  to  have  been 
made  by  questioning  another  witness,  and  the  nature  of  the  par- 
ticular act  of  immorality  is  not  stated. 

In  Smith  v.  Yaryan,  69  Ind.  445;  s.  c,  35  Am.  Rep.  232,  an 
jiction  by  a  female  for  her  own  seduction,  it  was  held  that  jis  in  a 
bastardy  case  it  is  competent  to  ask  the  prosecuting  witness,  on 
cross-examination,  whether  she  had  had  sexual  intercourse  with 
liny  person  other  than  the  defendant  about  the  time  the  child  was 
begotten,  so  wherf  a  child  was  born  as  the  result  of  the  seduction, 
as  this  fact  would  be  a  proper  element  to  be  considered  in  assessing 
the  damages  for  the  seduction,  the  question  whether  the  defendant 
was  the  father  of  the  child  could  be  tested  in  the  same  manner,  by 
cross-examination  of  the  plaintiff,  over  the  objection  of  her 
connseL 
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It  seems  that  it  would  be  sufficient  reason  for  sustaining  an  objec- 
tion to  such  a  question  as  was  proposed  in  Shattuck  v.  Myers,  supra, 
if  it  were  irrelevant  to  the  issue,  that  though  the  answer  thereto 
might  disgrace  the  witness  in  another  respect,  it  would  not  affect 
the  credibility  of  the  witness.  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  458.  The  rela- 
tions between  the  sexes,  it  is  sometimes  said,  have  no  direct  bearing 
on  the  probability  of  the  witness  telling  the  truth.  Whart  Ev.,  g 
54-4,  n.  2. 

When  the  character  for  chastity  of  a  female  is  involved  in  the 
issue,  as  in  an  action  for  seduction,  it  appears  to  us,  that  under 
settled  principles  of  evidence,  she  may  be  required  to  testify,  on 
cross-examination,  to  any  particular  acts  showing  her  previous  want 
of  chastity,  if  they  would  not  tend  to  criminate  her,  but  would  only 
disgrace  her.  Where  male  witnesses  may  be  required  to  disgrace 
themselves  by  testifying  in  such  cases  to  their  acts  of  sexual  inter- 
course, not  the  subject  of  the  action,  with  the  female  seduced,  no 
reason  can  be  seen  why  she  should  be  exempted.  No  distinction, 
on  principle,  can  be  seen  between  the  case  of  such  a  witness,  in  an 
action  for  seduction,  and  that  of  the  prosecutrix  in  an  indictment 
for  rape,  character  for  chastity  being  involved  in  the  former  action 
in  the  question  of  damages,  and  in  the  latter  action  in  the  question 
of  the  probability  of  assent.  It  has  sometimes  been  held  in  both 
these  cases  that  it  was  not  proper  to  put  such  questions  to  the  prin- 
cipal female  witness,  and  the  contrary  has  been  held  in  both  cases. 
In  Shattuck  v.  Myers,  supra,  a  New  York  case  was  referred  to,  iu 
which  it  was  held  proper  to  ask  such  questions  of  the  prosecutrix 
on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  rape,  and  it  was  attempted  in 
SJiattuck  V.  Myers,  supra,  to  distinguish  such  a  case  from  an  action 
for  seduction. 

Such  cross-examination  of  the  principal  female  witness  in  either 
of  such  cases  would  go  to  the  matter  in  issue,  and  if  she  denied  the 
immoral  act,  she  might  be  contradicted  by  other  witnesses;  and  it 
is  not  i)roper  to  treat  such  cross-examination  solely  as  an  atteni}>t 
to  impeach  the  witness. 

'*  In  modem  times,  it  has  frequently  been  held,  that  in  actions 
for  seduction,  and  on  indictments  for  rajie,  the  pnncipal  female 
witness  might  be  cross-examined,  with  the  view  of  showing  that 
8lie  had  previously  been  guilty  of  incontinence  with  the  defendant, 
or  even  with  other  men,  or  with  some  particular  person  named; 
and  when  she  has  denied  the  facts  imputed,  witnesses  have  l>een 
ealled  for  the  purposes  of  contradiction."    2  Greenl.  Ev.,  §577,  n.  a. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


NOVEMBER  TERM,  1884.  797 


aty  of  South  Bend  v.  Hardy. 


Of  coursey  if  any  question  put  to  a  witness  would  elicit  an  answer 
which  would  tend^  by  reason  of  any  statute,  to  expose  him  to  a 
criminal  prosecution,  the  witness  may  decline  to  answer.  French 
V.  Venne^naUy  14  Ind.  282. 

Any  inference  that  might  be  drawn  from  Bersch  v.  Staie,  supra; 
Shattuck  V.  Myers y  supra;  Long  v.  Morrison ,  supra y  and  Wilson 
V.  SiaiSy  supray  that  the  credibility  of  a  witness  can  never  be 
attacked  by  evidence  of  particular  acts  of  immorality  elicited  by 
cross-examination  of  such  witness,  would  not  be  strictly  correct. 

If  the  answer  to  a  question  propounded  to  a  witness  would  fur- 
nish a  link  in  the  chain  of  evidence  which  would  convict  him  of  a 
crime,  and  if  he  claim  his  privilege,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer, 
whether  his  answer  would  be  material  and  relevant,  or  collateral 
and  irrelevant,  to  the  issue.  But  where  the  answer  would  thus 
tend  to  expose  the  witness  to  a  criminal  charge,  if  it  be  material  and 
relevant  to  the  issue,  the  privilege  belongs  to  the  witness  alone,  and 
must  be  claimed  by  him;  the  objection  cannot  be  interposed  by  a 
party,  but  the  witness,  advised  of  his  privilege,  will  be  permitted 
to  answer  if  he  choose  to  do  so. 

If  the  answer  would  tend  merely  to  degrade  the  character  of  the 
witness,  and  if  it  be  relevant  and  material  to  the  issue,  whether  it 
would  go  to  his  credibility  or  not,  he  may  not  decline  to  answer, 
and  a  party  cannot  object. 

If  however  the  answer  to  a  question  oh  cross-examination  would 
be  collateral  and  irrelevant,  and  would  merely  disgrace  the  witness, 
but  would  not  affect  his  credibility,  the  witness  may  decline  to 
answer;  the  court  should  in  all  cases  sustain  an  objection  made  by 
counsel,  and  the  court  may,  without  objection  made,  interpose  and 
protect  the  witness  from  the  impertinence.     1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  458. 

If  the  cross-examination  tends  merely  to  disgrace  the  witness, 
but  relates  to  a  collateral  and  independent  fact,  and  goes  clearly  to 
the  credit  of  the  witness,  whether  in  such  case  he  has  the  privilege 
to  decline  or  not,  the  matter  so  far  rests  in  the 'discretion  of  the 
trial  court  that  in  the  absence  of  a  claim  of  privilege,  if  the  question 
relate  to  a  matter  of  recent  date  and  would  materially  assist  the  jury 
or  the  court  in  forming  an  opinion  as  to  his  credibility,  the  court  will 
usually  require  an  answer,  over  the  objection  of  counsel,  but  may 
sustain  an  objection. 

When  the  answer  would  tend  to  criminate  the  witness,  but  would 
be  collateral  and  irrelevant  to  the  issue,  and  yet  would  affect  his 
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credibility,  if  he  do  not  claim  his  privilege,  no  distinction,  so  far  as 
the  discretion  of  the  coart  and  the  right  of  a  party  to  call  for  its 
exercise  by  an  objection  are  concerned,  can  be  perceived  between 
such  a  case  and  one  differing  from  it  only  in  that  the  answer  would 
merely  disgrace  the  witness.  In  short,  where  the  question  relates 
to  a  particular  act  which  is  collateral  and  irrelevant  to  tlie  issue, 
it  is  proper  for  a  party  to  object,  and  it  is  within  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  where  the  witness  does  not  exercise  a  privilege  to 
decline,  to  permit  an  answer,  if  by  affecting  the  credibility  of  th« 
witness  it  will  subserve  justice,  or  to  sustain  the  objection,  if  such 
purpose  will  not  be  promoted  by  the  answer;  and  if  the  answer 
would  not  affect  the  credibility  of  the  witness,  the  court  should  sus- 
tain the  objection,  and  has  no  discretion  to  admit  the  evidence. 
See  Great  W.  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Loomis,  32  N.  Y.  127;  Shepard  v. 
Parkwy  36  id.  517. 

Section  2138,  R.  S.  1881,  provides:  *' Whoever  presents  or 
causes  to  be  presented  any  false  and  fraudulent  claim,  or  any  proof 
in  support  of  any  such  claim,  upon  any  contract  of  insurance  for 
the  payment  of  any  loss  by  fire  or  death;  or  who  shall  prepare, 
make,  or  subscribe  any  account,  certificate,  survey,  affidavit,  proof 
of  loss,  or  other  book,  paper,  or  writing,  with  intent  to  present  or 
use  the  same,  or  allow  it  to  be  presented  or  used,  in  support  of  any 
such  claim,  —  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof,  be  imprisoned  in  the 
State  prison,"  etc.  And  the  next  section  provides:  **  Any  person 
or  persons  who  shall  unite  or  combine  with  any  other  person  or  per- 
sons, for  the  purpose  of  committing  a  felony;  or  any  person  or  per- 
sons who  shall  knowingly  unite  with  any  other  person  or  persons, 
or  body  or  association  or  combination  of  persons,  whose  object  is  the 
commission  of  a  felony  or  felonies,  —  shall,  upon  coo  viotion  thereof, 
be  fined  in  any  sum  not  more  than  five  thousand  dollars  nor  less 
than  twenty-five  dollars,  and  imprisoned  in  the  State  prison,"  etc. 

The  evidence,  which  it  was  the  professed  purpose  of  the  cross- 
examination  to  elicit,  not  only  might  have  disgraced  the  witness, 
but  also  might  have  constituted  a  link  or  links  in  a  chain  of  evi- 
dence which  would  have  fixed  upon  him  a  criminal  charge.  The 
witness  might  have  declined  on  the  ground  of  privilege.  The  evi- 
dence was  collateral  and  irrelevant  to  the  issue.  In  the  absence  of 
a  claim  of  privilege,  though  the  answer  sought  would  have  afTeoted 
the  credit  of  the  witness,  it  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court  to  sustain  the  objection  of  counsel;  and  if  the  exercise  of  such 
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discretion  be,  in  any  case,  subject  to  review  upon  appeal,  we  are 
satisfied  that  there  was  n-?  abuse  of  discretion  in  this  case. 

[Minor  matters  omitted.] 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Pbb  OuRiAM — It  is  ordered,  upon  the  foregoing  opinion,  that 
the  judgment  be  affirmed,  at  the  costs  of  the  appellant. 

.  J    (  I    1   ,    /  Judgmeni  afirmed. 
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(74  Ala.  86.) 

Corporation  —  maliciotts  prosecution. 

An  action  for  malicious  prosecution  may  lie  against  a  oorporation. 


M 


ALICIOUS  prosecution.     The  opinion  states  the  case.    The 
defendant  had  judgment  below. 


/>.  T.  Castleberry,  for  appelleant. 

Rice  i^  Wiley y  Inzer  t^  Greetiy  and  J".  J,  Oarreit,  contra. 

Brickell,  C.  J.  The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sustaining 
the  demurrers  to  the  complaint,  was  doubtless  in  obedience  to  the 
decision  in  Owsley  v.  M,  and  W.  P.  R.  Co.,  37  Ala.  560,  that 
while  an  action  of  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  may  be  main- 
tained against  a  corporation  aggregate,  an  action  on  the  case  for  a 
malicious  prosecution  cannot  be  supported.  The  distinction  between 
the  two  actions,  which  embodies  the  reason  of  the  decision,  then 
supposed  to  rest  on  the  weight  of  authority,  is  tlius  stated:     *'  The 
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distinction  seems  to  be  between  acts  injurious  in  their  effects,  and 
for  which  the  actor  is  liable  without  regard  to  the  motive  which 
prompted  them,  and  conduct  the  character  of  which  depends  upon 
the  motive^  and  which,  apart  from  such  motive,  cannot  be  made 
the  ground  of  legal  responsibility."  There  are  not  wanting  author- 
ities taking  the  like  distinction,  affirming  that  as  a  corporation 
"is  an  artificial  being,  invisible,  intangible,  and  existing  only  in 
the  contemplation  of  law,"  to  which  the  law  cannot  impart  animus, 
passion,  or  moral  quality;  which  is  incapable  of  the  commission  of 
an  offense,  deriving  criminality  from  an  evil  intent,  or  consisting 
in  a  violation  of  social  duty,  it  cannot  be  subjected  to  a  civil  action 
of  which  an  essential,  distinguishing  element  is  malice,  or  a  mis- 
chievous purpose  or  motive.  The  current  of  authority  now  is,  that 
corporations  are  responsible,  civilly,  the  same  as  natural  persons, 
for  wrongs  committed  by  their  officers,  servants  or  agents,  while  in 
the  course  of  their  employment,  or  which  are  authorized,  or  subse- 
quently ratified.  Ang.  &  Ames  Corp.,  §§  386-89;  Morawetz  Priv. 
Corp..  §§  89-96;  Cooley  Torts,  119-23;  S.  and  N.  R,  Co.r.Chappelh 
♦»l  Ala,  527. 

The  immunity  from  individual  liability  afforded  by  corporate 
organization;  the  capacity  for  the  concentration  and  employment 
of  intelligence,  energy  and  capital,  without  break  or  interruption 
because  of  changes  in  membership,  has  led  to  the  multiplication  of 
corporations,  until  there  is  scarcely  an  object  of  general  concern  a 
corporation  is  not  formed  to  promote,  and  to  a  great  extent  they 
have  engrossed  business  in  all  hazardous  enterprises,  or  enterprises 
requiring  the  investment  and  use  of  large  capital.  "With  the 
multiplication  of  corporations,"  said  Rogers,  J.,  in  BusheU  v.  C(mu 
Ins.  Co..,  15  S.  &  R.  176,  "which  has  and  is  taking  place  to  an 
almost  indefinite  extent,  there  has  been  a  corresponding  change  in 
the  law  in  relation  to  them; "  and  he  adds:  "  The  change  in  the 
law  lias  arisen  from  a  change  of  circumstances  —  from  that  silent 
legislation  by  the  people  themselves,  which  is  continually  going  on 
in  a  country  such  as  ours,  the  more  wholesome  because  it  is  gradual 
and  wisely  adapted  to  the  peculiar  situation,  wants  and  habits  of 
our  citizens."  And  in  P.  W,  and  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Qtiigley^  %l 
How.  210,  Mr.  Justice  Campbell  said:  "With  much  wariness, 
and  after  close  and  exact  scrutiny  into  the  nature  of  their  consti- 
tution, have  the  judicial  tribunals  determined  the  legal  lelations 
which  are  established  for  the  corporation  bv  their  governing  body 
V0L.XLIX— 101 
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and  their  agents^  with  the  natural  persons  with  whom  they  arc 
brought  into  contact  or  collision/'  It  is  the  aim  and  duty  of  courts 
to  apply  principles  of  the  common  law,  with  such  modifications  as 
are  necessary  to  adapt  them  to  the  changed  necessities,  varied 
social  conditions  and  diversified  business  and  interests  of  the  com- 
munity. Perhaps  there  is  not,  in  the  history  of  the  common  law, 
more  distinctive  evidence  of  its  modifications,  of  the  rejection  of 
its  narrow  technicalities,  than  in  the  adaptiitiou  of  the  legal  relation 
of  corporations  to  a  just  liability  for  the  acta,  omissions,  or  engage- 
ments of  the  governing  body,  or  its  agents  or  servants,  employed  in 
the  transaction  of  corporate  business.  The  ancient  rule,  that  they 
could  speak  and  act  only  through  the  common  seal,  is  obsolete; 
and  now  they  are  bound  by  the  like  implications  and  inferences 
which  bind  natural  |>ersons.  The  technicality,  that  an  action  of 
trespass  would  not  lie  against  a  corporation  aggregate,  because  the 
process  proper  in  sucli  action  —  a  capias  and  exigent.  —  could  not 
issue,  has  almost  disappeared  from  the  books.  Referring  again  to 
the  case  of  P.  W.  and  B.  R,  Co.  v.  Quigley,  supra^  we  quote  the  words 
of  Mr.  Justice  Campbell:  *'To  enable  impersonal  beings  —  mere 
legal  entities,  which  exist  only  in  contemplation  of  law  —  to  per- 
form corporal  acts,  or  deal  with  personal  agents,  the  principle  of 
representation  has  been  adopted  as  a  part  of  their  constitution. 
The  powers  of  the  corporation  are  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  govern- 
ing body,  selected  by  the  members,  who  manage  its  affairs,  and  who 
appoint  the  agents  that  exercise  its  faculties  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  object  of  its  being.  But  these  agents  may  infringe  the 
rights  of  i>erson8  who  are  connected  with  the  corporation,  or  who 
lire  brought  into  relations  of  business  or  intercourse  with  it.  As  a 
necessary  co-relative  to  the  principle  of  the  exercise  of  corporate 
powers  and  faculties  by  legal  representatives,  is  the  i-ecognition  of 
ji  corporate   responsibility  for  the  acts  of  those   representatives. 

*  ♦  ♦  The  i-esult  of  the  cases  is,  that  for  acts  done  by  the 
agents  of  a  corporation,  either  in  contractu  or  in  delicto,  in  the 
course  of  its  business,  and  of  their  employment,  the  corporation  is 
responsible,  as  an  individual  is  responsible  under  similar  circum- 
stances." This  is  admitted  to  be  the  result  of  the  authorities  in 
Owsley  \.  3f.  and  W.  P,  R,  Co,y  supra,  subject  to  the  limitation  that 
as  the  corporation  is  incapable  of  malice,  it  is  not  liable  for  torts  of 
which  malice  is  an  essential  element. 

The  idea  that  a  corporation  is  not  liable  for  a  tort  •involving  a 
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malicious  intent  had  origin  in  the  day  when  it  was  denounced  as 
soulless,  and  was  an  application  of  the  quaint  syllogism  ascribed  by 
Lord  OoKE  to  Chief  Baron  Man  wood,  that  **  None  can  create  souk 
but  Ood;  but  a  corporation  is  created  by  the  king;  therefore  a  corpo- 
ration can  have  no  soul,"  from  which  was  deduced  the  conclusion 
that  it  could  do  no  wrong.  There  was  a  reluctance  to  look  beyond 
legal  entity,  to  the  natural  persons,  its  constituent  members,  or  to 
the  agents  or  servants  through  whom  its  faculties  were  exercised 
and  its  legal  existence  kept  alive.  To  the  mere  legal  entity,  motive, 
good  or  evil  cannot  be  imputed,  but  is  imputable  to  its  representa- 
tives; and  as  the  corporation  derives  benefit  from  the  representation, 
there  is  but  little  of  justice  in  a  claim  of  exemption  from  the 
responsibilities  it  may  involve. 

We  have  among  us  not  only  purely  domestic  corporations  but 
corporations  existing  by  the  separate  authority  of  several  States, 
drawn  into  the  daily  transaction  of  business  with  all  classes  of 
the  community,  holding  property  of  every  species  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  law  of  the  State,  compelled  to  a  frequent  resort  to 
the  courts  for  prevention  or  redress  of  injuries.  Foreign  corpora- 
tions, by  a  liberal  comity,  here  exercise  corporate  power,  transact 
business,  hold  and  enjoy  property.  It  is  by  the  representation  of 
natural  persons  that  their  franchises  are  exercised,  their  business 
transacted  and  property  acquired.  It  would  not  be  just  if  a  natuml 
person  suffer  wrong  from  the  malicious  acts  of  the  representative 
of  a  corporation,  while  within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  for 
the  courts  to  refuse  to  look  beyond  the  legal  entity  to  its  real  and 
true  character,  an  association  or  aggregation  of  natural  persons 
capable  of  acting  by  a  corporate  name  and  in  continuous  succession. 
This  IS  not  unjust  to  the  corporation,  for  it  "  tends  to  induce 
greater  care  and  caution  in  the  selection  of  those  who  are  to  be 
intrusted  with  corporate  affairs."  The  same  reasons  that  render  a 
corporation  responsible  for  any  tort  committed  by  its  agents,  if  we 
do  not  resort  to  the  technicality  that  it  is  incapable  of  motive, 
will  render  it  liable  for  a  malicious  prosecution.  Oreen  v.  Omnibus 
Co,,  7  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  290;  Ooodspeed  v.  East  Haddam  Bank,  22 
Conn.  530;  Carter  v.  ffotoe  Machine  Co,,  51  Md.  290;  s.  c,  34 
Am.  Rep.  311;  Whelees  v.  Second  National  Bank,  1  Baxt.  469;  s. 
c,  25  Am.  Rep.  783;  Jefferson  R,  Co.  v.  Rogers,  29  Ind.  7;  Iron 
Mountain  Bank  v.  Mercantile  Bank,  4  Mo.  App.  505;  Vance  v. 
Erie  R.  Co,,  32  N.  J.  L.  334;   Williams  v.  Planters?  Insurance  Co., 
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57  Miss.  759;  s.  c,  34  Am.  Rep.  494;  P.,  W.  afid  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Quigley,  21  How.  202.  We  feel  constrained  upon  this  point  to 
depart  from  the  decision  first  referred  to  in  Owsley  v.  M.  and  W.  P. 
R.  Co.,  37  Ala.  560.  This  conclusion  is  decisive  of  the  case,  as 
now  presented;  and  we  purposely  abstain  from  any  discussion  of 
the  facts  and  circumstances  which  must  concur  to  fix  upon  a  cor- 
poration  liability  for  tortious  acts  of  its  servants  or  agents. 

The  Circuit  Court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrers  to  the  com- 
plaint upon  the  specific  ground  that  an  action  on  the  case  for 
malioious  prosecution  will  not  lie  against  a  corporation. 

Reversed  and  remanded 


Tabor  v.  Pbtebs. 

Cli  Ala.  90.) 
Sale -^  vforrarUy — patent  dtfects. 

On  the  nale  of  a  patent  right  to  a  chum,  manafactured  by  the  seller,  he  ex> 
hibited  a  sample  of  it,  stating  that  it  would  produce  butter  in  from  three  to 
five  minutes ;  could  be  operated  bj  a  child  five  or  six  jears  old  ;  that  it  was 
made  of  juniper  wood,  and  that  the  dasher  was  nickel-plated;  whereas  in  fact 
it  would  not  produce  butter  in  less  than  ten  minutes,  was  too  heavj  for  chil- 
dren to  woric  it,  was  made  of  white  pine  and  painted,  and  the  dasher  was  of 
polished  iron.  Held,  a  valid  warranty,  and  that  the  court  could  not  pro- 
nounce the  discrepancies  so  plain  and  obvious  as  to  avoid  it. 

ACTION  on  notes.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The  defendant 
had  judgment  below. 

/>.  T.  Castleberry,  for  appellant 

Bowdon  i&  Knox,  contra. 

SoMBRYiLLE,  J.  The  suit  is  on  certain  promissory  notes,  given 
by  defendants  to  plaintiff  for  an  interest  in  a  patent  right  to  what 
was  alleged  to  be  an  improved  churn,  the  territory  included  in  the 
])urcha8e  being  confined  to  the  county  of  St  Clair,  in  this  State. 
The  defense  set  up  is  based  on  certain  statements  made  by  the 
]ilaiutiif,  as  inducements  to  the  purchase,  relating  to  the  qualities 
:ind  capacities  of  the  patented  article,  which  arc  alleged  to  have 
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been  false^  and  fraudulently  made;  and  want  of  consideration  and 
failure  of  consideration  are  also  pleaded. 

It  is  shown  that  the  plaintiff.  Tabor,  was  himself  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  of  these  churns,  and  at  the  time  of  the  negotiation  he 
made  this  fact  known  to  the  defendants,  and  exhibited  to  them  u 
sample  or  specimen  of  his  patented  inyention.  The  representations 
aUeged  to  have  been  made  by  him  at  the  time  are,  that  the  churn 
would  produce  butter  in  from  three  to  five  minutes;  that  it  was 
made  of  juniper  wood;  that  the  plunger-rod  was  nickel-plated,  and 
would  not  corrode  or  discolor  the  milk  and  butter;  and  that  a  child, 
^ye  or  six  years  old,  could  operate  it  with  ease.  The  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  these  statements  were  untrue  —  that  it  would 
not  produce  butter  in  less  than  ten  minutes;  that  the  body  of  the 
chum  was  made  of  white  pine,  and  the  top  of  poplar  wood;  that  it 
was  too  heavy  for  use  by  women  or  children,  requiring  the  strength 
of  a  man  to  operate  it;  and  that  the  rod  was  not  nickel-plated,  but 
was  made  of  polished  iron,  and  would  corrode  or  discolor  the  milk 
and  butter,  to  such  extent  as  to  render  the  invention  entirely  worth- 
less. The  sample  chum  exhibited  by  plaintiff  was  painted  on  the 
outside,  and  was  inspected  by  one  of  the  defendants. 

[Omitting  minor  questions.] 

The  settled  rule  as  to  the  nature  of  the  representations  which 
will  avoid  a  contract  of  sale  is  well  stated  in  the  case  of  Sledge  v. 
Scott,  56  Ala.  202.  The  mle  as  there  announced  is,  that  "a  mis- 
representation by  a  vendor  of  chattels,  of  a  material  fact,  made  at 
the  time  of,  or  pending  the  negotiation  for  the  sale,  on  which  the 
purchaser  has  the  right  to  rely,  and  in  fact  relies,  is  a  fraud,  fur- 
nishing a  cause  of  action  to  the  purchaser,  or  a  ground  of  defense 
to  an  action  for  the  purchase-money.''  Benj.  Sales  (3d ed.),  g  454; 
Story  Sales,  §  165! 

No  particular  words  are  essential  to  constitute  a  warranty.  As 
a  general  rule,  there  must  be  the  aflBrmation  of  some  fact,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  mere  expression  of  an  opinion.  Wjprds  of  praise 
or  commendation  by  a  vendor,  such  as  are  ordinarily  used  by  honest 
tradesmen,  as  arts  of  persuasion  to  induce  purchase,  are  deemed  in- 
snflScient.  They  fall  within  the  maxim,  simplex  commendatio  non 
obligat,  and  however  extravagant,  they  do  not  in  law  impose  a 
liability,  either  m  the  nature  of  contract  or  of  tort.  Farrow  v. 
Andreivs,  69  Ala.  96;  1  Pars.  Cont.  * 579-581;  2  Brick,  Dig.,  p.  408, 
gg  75-78.     A  false   statement,  however,  when  deliberately  made. 
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although  in  the  shape  of  an  opinion,  as  to  the  quality,  quantity  or 
condition  of  the  article  sold,  may  often  be  construed  to  be  a  wai-- 
ranty,  if  it  be  so  intended  and  understood  by  the  parties.  1  Whart- 
Cont.,  §  259;  Barmtt  v.  Stanton,  2  Ala.  181.  In  Wilcox  v.  Hender- 
son, 64  Ala.  535,  it  was  said  that  **to  constitute  expressed  opinion 
a  ground,  or  instrument  of  fraud,  it  must  be  knowingly  false,  made 
with  intent  to  deceive,  and  must  be  accepted  and  relied  on  as  true." 
Jn  determining  tho  question  of  intention,  which  is  generally  one  for 
the  jury,  at  leasl  in  ctises  of  doubt,  a  decisive  test  is,  as  suggested 
by  Mr.  Benjamin,  **  whether  the  vendor  assumes  to  assert  a  fact  of 
which  the  buyer  is  ignorant,  or  merely  states  an  opinion  or  judg- 
ment, upon  a  matter  of  which  the  vendor  has  no  special  knowledge 
and  on  which  the  buyer  may  be  expected  also  to  have  an  opinion, 
and  to  exercise  a  judgment.  In  the  former  case  there  is  a  warranty, 
in  the  latter  not."  Benj.  Sales  (3d  ed.),  §  613;  Kenner  v.  Hard- 
ing, 85  111.  264;  s.  c,  28  Am.  Rep.  615.  And  **  what  would  be 
matter  of  opinion,"  says  Mr.  Wharton,  '*  when  spoken  by  a  non- 
specialist,  may  be  a  matter  of  fact  when  spoken  by  a  specialist. " 
1  Whart.  Cont.,  §§  259-260. 

There  are  many  adjudged  cases  illustrating  these  principles 
in  their  application  to  the  sale  of  patented  rights  and  inven- 
tions. It  has  bee^  said  generally,  that  statements  made  by 
vendors,  as  to  the  ntility  of  such  patents,  are  considered  mat- 
ters of  opinion,  while  those  having  reference  to  their  practical 
capacity  and  characteristics  are  deemed  matters  of  fact.  1 
Whart.  Cont.,  §  259.  A  proposition  which  cannot  be  taken  to 
be  universally  accurate,  many  cases  being  dependent  upon  their 
own  peculiar  surroundings.  It  has  been  held  in  an  English  case 
that  a  statement  to  a  farmer  by  a  vendor,  who  wiis  the  patentee's 
agent  for  the  sale  of  an  agricultural  machine,  known  as  "Wood's 
Patent  Reaper,"  that  it  would  "  cut  wheat,  barley,  etc.,  efficiently," 
was  not  a  warranty  but  a  recommendation.  Chalmers  v.  Harding, 
17  li.  T.  (N.  S.)  571.  In  Elkins  v.  Kenyon,  34  Wis.  93,  the 
assertion  by  the  vendor  of  a  patented  machine  for  elevating  hay, 
that  it  would  work  "  in  all  kinds  of  hay,  grain,  straw  and  other 
<;rtiss,"  and  was  '*  in  all  respects  fit  for  the  use  intended,"  was 
decided  to  be  a  warranty.  In  Nelson  v.  Wood,  62  Ala.  175,  whore 
tlio  subject  of  sale  was  the  right  to  use  a  patented  process  for  tan- 
mn^  leatlier,  representations  made  by  the  vendor  as  to  the  time  it 
would   take,  and   the  quality  of  the  leather  produced,  wore   held 
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sufficient  to  vitiate  the  contract  of  sale  on  proof  being  made  that 
they  were  false,  and  that  the  process  was  of  no  value. 

The  case  of  BigUr  v.  Thichinger,  55  Penn.  St.  279,  was  strik- 
ingly similar  to  the  one  in  hand,  being  a  suit  on  a  note  given  for  a 
patent  right  for  a  chuni.  The  representation  made  was  that  it 
would  make  butter  in  from  seven  to  ten  minutes.  One  of  the 
nlefenses  set  up  being  misrepresentation  and  fraud,  the  court 
said:  ''The  representation  of  what  the  chum  would  do  proved 
utterly  false;  and  although  this  was  not  a  warranty  in  itselJE,  yet 
it  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  under  all  the  circumstances,  whether  it 
was  not  a  false  representation  knowingly  and  fraudulently  made. 
The  parties  were  not  in  a  position  of  perfect  equality  to  judge  of 
the  article,  and  hence  the  representation  of  the  seller,  if  falsely 
made,  would  avoid  the  contract.  The  jury  found  the  falsity  of  the 
representations,  and  the  worthlessness  of  the  article,  and  this 
€'8tablished  a  good  defense. 

In  Rose  v.  HarUy,  39  Tnd.  77,  a  false  assertion  made  by  the  ven- 
dor of  a  patent  as  to  what  improvements  were  covered  by  it,  was 
held  to  vitiate  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  the  patent  right.  So  in 
A  lien  V.  Harty  72  111.  104,  false  assertions  as  to  the  value  of  the 
territory  covered  by  the  patent,  to  be  included  in  the  purchase, 
based  u2)on  the  statement  of  matters  of  fact  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  vendor  and  not  of  the  purchaser,  were  decided  to  be  a  good 
ground  of  action  to  recover  back  the  consideration  paid  for  an 
interest  in  the  patent  right. 

The  charges  given  by  the  court  below,  in  reference  to  the  repre- 
sentations made  by  the  plaintiff  Tabor,  were  correct,  being  in  full 
accord  with  the  principles  above  stated. 

It  is  further  contended  however  that  the  defendant  cannot  set 
up  fraud  as  a  defense  to  this  action,  based  on  the  falsity  of  these 
representations,  because  he  inspected  the  specimen  or  sample  churn 
exhibited  to  him  by  plaintiff,  and  it  corresponded  with  those  manu- 
factured by  the  vendor,  and  subsequently  ordered  by  the  defendant 
for  sale  ia  his  purchased  territoiy. 

The  rule  is  generally  stated  to  be  that  neither  a  general  nor  an 
implied  warranty  will  cover  defects,  which  being  external  and  visi- 
ble, are  "plain  and  obvious  to  the  purchaser"  upon  mere  inspec- 
tion with  the  eye.  LivingHton  v.  Arrmgton,  28  Ala.  424;  Benj. 
Sales  (3d  ed.),  §  617;  1  Whart.  Cont.,  §  225.  It  is  said  by  Mr. 
Parsons  that  "  if  there  be  an  express  warranty,  an  examination  of 
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samples  is  no  waiver  of  the  warranty;  nor  is  any  inquiry  or  exam- 
ination into  the  character  or  quality  of  the  things  sold;  for  a  man 
has  a  right  to  protect  himself  by  such  inquiry,  and  also  by  a  war- 
ranty." 1  Par.  Cont.  (6th  ed.)  *586.  Mr.  Wharton  observes  that 
warranties  may  be  found  to  extend  to  patent  defects,  unless  the 
statement  made  is  "glaringly  inconsistent'*  with  the  visible  condi- 
tion of  things.  1  Whart.  Cont.,  §  245.  A  warranty  that  a  horse  has 
both  eyes,  when  he  is  manifestly  blind,  would  not,  it  is  apprehended, 
impose  any  liability.  1  Add.  Cont.,  §  628.  And  as  held  in  an  old 
case,  ^Mf  one  sells  purple  to  another  and  saith  to  him,  'this  is 
scarlet,'  the  warranty  is  to  no  purpose."  It  was  said  that  to  *'  war- 
rant a  thing  that  may  be  perceived  at  sight  is  not  good."  Baily  v. 
Merrell,  3  Bulstr.  95;  Benj.  Sales  (3d  ed.),  §  617.  But  as  observed 
by  Chancellor  Kent,  **  if  the  vendor  says  or  does  any  thing  what- 
ever with  an  intention  to  divert  the  eye  or  obscure  the  observation 
of  the  buyer,  even  in  relation  to  open  defects,  he  would  be  guilty 
of  an  act  of  fraud."     2  Kent.  Com.  ♦484-85. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  defects  in  the  patented  chum  shown 
to  the  defendant  by  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  their  negotiation  were 
of  this  obvious  character.  The  churn  was  painted  on  the  outside, 
thus  concealing  the  nature  of  the  material  of  which  it  was  con- 
structed; and  we  cannot  say,  without  proof,  that  the  appearance  of 
white  pine  and  juniper  wood  is  so  different  as  to  be  glaringly 
obvious  to  the  eye  when  inspected  under  such  circumstances.  The 
same  is  true  as  to  the  handle  or  rod,  and  the  representations  which 
were  made  touching  it. 

The  parties  to  the  sale  moreover  were  not  in  a  condition  of  rela- 
tive equality  touching  their  knowledge  or  ability  to  judge  accurately 
of  the  thing  sold*  The  plaintiff  was  a  specialist  or  expert,  being 
a  manufacturer  of  such  articles;  and  was  therefore  possessed  of  a 
knowledge  of  facts  in  reference  to  their  nature,  capacity  and  struc- 
ture, of  which  the  defendant  was  both  actually  and  professedly 
ignorant.  In  such  cases  the  misrepresentations  of  the  seller  will 
the  more  readily  avoid  the  contract,  and  many  statements  when 
made  by  him  will  be  deemed  affirmations  in  the  nature  of  fact, 
although  they  might  be  construed  conjectural,  or  matters  of  opin- 
ion, had  they  emanated  from  one  not  enjoying  such  opportunities 
of  information.  Such  is  the  rule  at  least  when  such  assertions  are 
shown  to  have  been  falsely  made,  and  were  material  inducements  to 
the  contract.  BigUr  v.  FlicJciager,  55  Penn.  St.  279-283;  1  Pars. 
Cont.  *:)80;  1  Whart.  Cont.,  §§  250-00. 
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The  eyidence  is  clear  that  a  part  of  the  inducement  to  the  pur- 
chase by  defendants  of  the  patent  right  in  question  was  the  ability 
and  readiness  of  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  the  defendants  with  a 
supply  of  the  patented  articles.  The  purchase  was  entirely  useless 
without  it.  The  plaintiff  being  himself  the  manufacturer,  and 
having  contracted  to  supply  the  articles  manufactured  by  him  for 
a  special  purpose,  he  must  be  held  by  implication  to  have  stipulated 
that  they  were  useful,  and  reasonably  suitable  for  the  purpose  for 
which  they  were  furnished.  If  they  proved  to  be  worthless,  this 
would  be  considered  a  failure  of  consideration  in  the  contract, 
resulting  from  a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty.  The  purchaser 
in  such  cases  has  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  judgment  and  skill  of 
the  manufacturer.  Pacific  Guano  Co,  v.  Mullen^  66  Ala.  582; 
Benj.  Sales  (3d  ed.  Bennett),  §§  657,  661;  Snoiv  v.  Schomacker 
Manufacturing  Co,,  69  Ala.  Ill ;  HigM  v.  Bacon,  126  Mass.  10;  8. 
c,  30  Am.  Rep.  639. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  are  in  strict  conformity  to  the  foregoing 
principles,  and  its  judgment  is  afi&rmed. 

JudgmerU  affirmed. 


0 


Wolffs  y.  Ebebleik. 

(74  Ala.  99.) 
Bankruptcy  —  new  promise  —  tK^an. 

When  a  sabseqaent  promise  is  made  to  pay  a  debt  discharged  in  bankraptcy, 
the  creditor  may  sue  on  the  new  promise,  or  he  may  sue  on  the  original  debt 
and  reply  the  new  promise  to  a  plea  of  discharge. 

ACTION  on  a  judgment.     The  opinion  states  the  case.     The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

Rice  i&  Wiley  and  D.  Clopton,  for  appellant 
Watts  <&  SonSy  contra. 

SoMBRViLLE,  J.     The  proposition  is  not  denied,  that  where  a 
debt  has  been  discharged  by  a  decree  in  a  court  of  bankruptcy,  it 
Vol.  XLIX  —  102 
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may,  in  a  certain  sense,  be  revived,  so  as  to  renew  its  legal  obliga- 
tion, by  an  express  and  unequivocal  promise  to  pay  it,  made  by 
the  debtor  subsequent  to  the  date  of  discharge.  The  authorities 
are  in  perfect  harmony  as  to  this  principle,  the  only  conflict  of 
opinion  being  as  to  cases  where  the  debtor  makes  a  promise  to  pay 
prior  to  obtaining  his  certificate  of  discharge.  Evans  v.  Carey, 
29  Ala.  99  ;  Bish.  Cont.,  §  448  ;  Allen  v.  Ferguson^  18  Ala.  i : 
Knap  v.  Hoyty  57  Iowa,  591 ;  8.  c,  42  Am.  Rep.  59 ;  Nehon  v. 
Stewarty  54  Ala.  115;  s.  c,  25  Am.  Rep.  660.  This  case  is  clearly 
of  the  former  class,  the  promise  to  pay  being  express,  and  subsequent 
to  the  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

The  present  action  was  brought  on  a  judgment,  in  defense  of 
which  the  appellant,  in  the  court  below,  set  up  by  way  of  plea  his 
discharge  in  bankruptcy.  The  plaintiff  made  replication  of  an  ex- 
press promise  by  defendant  to  pay  the  claim  unconditionally.  The 
main  point  of  contention  is  on  the  form  of  the  pleadings.  It  is  in- 
sisted that  the  replication  of  a  verbal  promise  is  a  departure  from 
the  original  caus6  of  action,  which  declared  on  a  judgment,  and 
that  the  action  should  have  been  based  upon  the  new  promise,  and 
not  upon  the  judgment,  which  was  extinguished  by  the  fact  of 
defendant's  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

There  are  two  views  of  this  subject  presented  in  the  books,  as  to 
the  effect  of  a  new  promise  to  pay  in  its  relation  to  a  plea  of 
bankruptcy.  The  more  logical  and  sounder  view  perhaps  is,  that 
the  new  promise,  and  not  the  old  debt,  is  the  meritorious  cause,  or 
real  foundation  of  the  action.  The  old  debt  has  become  extin- 
guished by  operation  of  law,  and  no  longer  exists.  But  the  monil 
obligation  to  pay  still  exists,  and  this,  coupled  witli  the  ante<H»- 
dent  valuable  consideration,  is  sufficient  to  support  a  new  promise, 
if  clear,  distinct  and  unequivocal  in  its  nature.  The  moral  obliga- 
tion, uniting  to  the  new  promise,  makes  what  was  designated  by 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  Truman  v.  Fenton,  Cowp.  544,  ''a  new  under- 
taking and  agreement."  DePuy  v.  Swart ^  3  Wend.  135 ;  20 
Am.  Dec.  673  ;  FarUy  v.  Kelly,  88  N.  C.  227  ;  s.  c,  43  Am. 
Rep.  743. 

There  is  another  class  of  cases,  supported  perhaps  by  the  weight 
of  authority,  which  refer  the  efficacy  of  such  promises  exclusively 
to  the  principle,  that  the  defendant  may  renounce  the  benefit  of  a 
law  designed  for  his  protection,  and  that  the  effect  of  a  new  promise 
IS  to  waive  any  discharge  that  may  be  obtained   in  bankruptcy,  at 
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least  to  an  extent  commensurate  with  the  promise  itself.  Mr. 
Wharton,  in  his  recent  work  on  Contracts,  after  observing  that  the 
validity  of  promises  of  this  class  is  no  longer  placed  upon  the  con- 
sideration of  moral  obligation^  asserts  that ''  the  liability  is  now 
based  exclusively  on  the  right  of  a  party  to  waive  the  protection  of 
a  statute  relieving  him  from  indebtedness."  1  Whart.  Cont.,  §  513. 
Mr.  Addison  suggests,  that  "  the  express  promise  operates  to  re- 
vive the  liability  and  take  away  the  exemption."  1  Add.  Cont. 
(  Am.  ed.),  §  13.  The  same  view  is  adopted  by  Mr.  Parsons  and 
Mr.  Bishop  in  their  works  on  Contracts,  and  in  fact,  with  singular 
unanimity  by  most  if  not  all  of  the  text-writers.  1  Pars.  Cont. 
434-435* ;  Bish.  Cont.,  §§  446-448  ;  Leake  Cont.  317  ;  1  Story 
Cont.,  §  466.  The  past  decisions  of  this  court  seem  to  have 
proceeded  upon  this  theory  of  the  law,  and  the  prevailing  system  of 
pleading,  by  which  the  plaintiff  is  accustomed  to  declare  upon  the 
original  promise,  and  to  introduce  the  new  promise  by  way  of  rep- 
lication to  the  plea  of  bankruptcy,  is  manifestly  an  outgrowth  of 
it.  Bearing  v.  AfoffiU,  6  Ala.  776  ;  Branch  Bank  v.  Boy  kin,  9 
id.  320 ;  Evans  v.  Carey,  29  id.  99,  107. 

It  is  not  required  that  we  should  decide  whicli  of  these  two 
theories  is  correct.  The  better  view,  in  our  judgment,  is  that 
suggested  by  Mr.  Parsons,  that  the  plaintiff  may,  at  his  election, 
bring  suit  either  upon  the  new  promise,  and  declare  upon  it,  in  the 
first  instance,  as  the  foundation  of  his  action,  thus  himself  assum- 
ing the  onus  of  proving  the  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  without 
which  the  new  promise  would  be  unavailing  ;  or  he  may  sue  upon 
the  old  or  original  promise,  and  when  the  plea  of  bankruptcy  is  in- 
terposed as  a  defense,  may  set  up  the  new  promise  in  his  replica- 
tion to  the  plea,  as  in  analogous  cases  involving  the  defense  of 
infancy  and  the  statute  of  limitation.  1  Pars.  Cont.  434-5*  (6th 
ed.),  note  v,  and  cases  cited. 

In  DePuy  v.  Swarf,  3  Wend.  135  ;  20  Am.  Dec.  673,  676, 
while  it  was  held  that  the  liability  of  the  bankrupt  was  re- 
ferable only  to  the  new  contract,  it  was  said  to  be  well  settled 
that  the  plaintiff  could  declare  on  the  original  cause  of  action. 
*^  The  inconsistency  of  making  the  new  promise  the  basis  of  the 
action,"  it  was  observed  by  Marcy,  J.,  **and  at  the  same  time 
allowing  the  plaintiff  to  declare  upon  the  antecedent  debt,  whicli 
has  been  discharged,  or  the  remedy  upon  it  barred,  has  been  often 
presented    in  the  courts   of  England  and  of   this   country  ;  and 
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although  it  has  been  sanctioned,  it  has  been  looked  upon  as  a  de- 
viation from  the  general  rule  requiring  a  plaintiff  to  state  in  his 
declaration  the  agreement  or  whole  cause  of  action  whereon  his 
suit  is  brought."  In  Shipper/  v.  Henderson^  14  Johns.  178,  it  was 
held  proper  for  the  plaintiff  to  sue  the  bankrupt  on  the  original  de- 
mand, and  to  reply  the  new  promise  in  avoidance  of  the  discharge 
sot  up  in  the  plea  ;  and  such  replication  was  decided  not  to  be  a  de- 
paiture  from  the  declaration.  This  rule  was  followed  in  many  sub- 
sequent cases  in  New  York,  including  Dusenbury  v.  ffojft,  53 
N.  Y.  521  ;  8.  c,  13  Am.  Rep.  543,  decided  as  late  as  1873,  in 
which  the  court  said  :  "  We  are  of  opinion  that  this  rule  of  plead- 
ing, so  well  settled,  and  so  long  established,  should  be  adhered 
to.  The  original  debt  may  still  be  considered  the  cause  of  action 
for  the  purpose  of  the  remedy."  Fitzgerald y.  Alexander,  19  Wend. 
402  ;  Wait  v.  Morris.  3  id.  394.  In  the  case  of  Field's  Estate,  2 
Rawle,  351  ;  21  Am.  Dec.  454,  it  was  held  that  the  new  promise 
was  substantially  the  meritorious  cause  of  action  ;  but  it  was  said 
that  it  might  be  treated  otherwise  in  the  pleadings,  by  declaring 
on  the  old  promise,  although  this  was  admitted  by  Gibsok,  0.  J., 
who  rendered  the  opinion  in  the  case  to  be  an  anomaly  in  plead- 
ing. There  are  a  large  number  of  cases  supporting  the  same  view. 
See  Bish.  Cont.,  §  448,  and  cases  cited  in  note  3. 

We  have  been  cited  to  no  case  which  holds  that  this  long  estab- 
lished rule  of  pleading  is  to  be  abandoned,  where  the  action  is  one 
of  debt  brought  upon  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  The  case 
of  Maxim  v.  Morse,  8  Mass.  127,  was  brought  on  a  judgment,  and 
the  plaintiff's  replication  of  a  verbal  promise  by  the  bankrupt  to 
pay  the  debt  was  held  to  be  no  departure  from  the  original  cause  of 
action,  being  declared  to  be  such  more  in  appearance  than  reality. 
The  case  of  Otis  v.  Gazlin,  31  Me.  566,  was  a  similar  suit,  in  which 
tlie  plaintiff  successfully  declared  upon  the  judgment,  instead  of 
the  new  promise,  and  although  bankruptcy  was  pleaded,  the  form 
of  pleading  was  held  to  be  correct. 

A  strong  analogy  is  found  in  cases  involving  the  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  Bankruptcy,  it  is  true,  extinguishes  the 
<lebt  as  a  legal  subsisting  demand,  while  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute is  only  to  destroy  the  remedy.  Yet  it  is  settled  in  the  one 
cliws  of  cases,  as  well  as  in  the  other,  that  the  new  promise  is  the 
True  and  real  foundation  of  the  cause  of  action,  and  strictly  speak- 
ing, n\)(m  it  alone  can  a  recovery  be  had.     Such  is  the  settled  doc- 
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trine  of  this  court,  and  since  the  case  of  Bell  v.  Morrison,  1  Pet. 
351,  decided  by  Judge  Story  more  than  fifty  years  ago,  it  may  be 
regarded  as  the  recognized  doctrine  in  this  country.  Bradford  v. 
Spyker,  32  Ala.  134;  Angell  Lim.  (6th  ed.),  §  212.  Notwithstand- 
ing this  fact,  the  rules  of  pleading  permit  the  plaintiff  to  declare 
upon  the  original  debt,  and  when  the  statute  of  limitations  is 
pleaded,  to  reply  the  new  promise.  Angell  Lim.,  §  288.  In  Brad- 
ford V.  Spyker,  32  Ala.  148,  this  feature  of  pleading  was  said  to  be 
an  anomaly  in  the  law  ;  but  the  court  approved  it,  as  sanctioned  by 
long  practice  rather  than  in  principle,  quoting  the  language  of 
Best,  C.  J.,  in  Upton  v.  Else,  12  Moore,  303  (22  Eng.  Com.  Law, 
451),  where  he  said:  "Probably,  the  new  promise  ought  in  strict- 
ness to  be  declared  on  specially  ;  but  the  practice  is  inveterate  the 
other  way,  and  we  cannot  get  over  it." 

The  practice  adopted  in  the  present  action  of  declaring  on  the 
original  debt,  where  the  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant  is  pleaded, 
has  prevailed  for  a  long  time  in  this  State.  Though  an  anomaly 
in  the  law,  we  can  see  no  good  to  result  from  abolishing  it  by  judi- 
cial decision,  but  rather  inconvenience  and  confusion.  Admitting 
it  to  be  wrong  m  principle,  we  feel  justified  in  permitting  it  to 
stand,  if  for  no  other  reason,  because  it  is  supported,  with  few  ex- 
ceptions, by  the  antiquity  of  uninterrupted  practice,  not  only  in 
this  State,  but  generally  in  the  courts  of  England  and  America. 

[Omittmg  minor  points.] 

There  are  some  other  exceptions  in  the  record,  based  upon  the 
rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence.  These  we  have  examined,  and 
find  nothing  of  merit  in  them. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is,  in  our  opinion,  free  from 
error,  and  it  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

Judgment  a  firmed. 


GOBDON  V.  TWBBDT. 

<74  Ala  23B.) 
Marriage — dow&r  —■  value  of  inchoate,  hotc  aeoertained  -^  Judicial  neUee, 

The  valae  of  a  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower  must  be  ascertained  by  the 
•*  American  Table  of  Mt)rtality,"  an:I  judicial  notice  will  be  taken  of  it 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


814  ALABAMA, 


Gordon  v.  Tweedy. 


nBEDITOB'S  bill.     The  opinion  states  the  point 

Phelan  d  Wheeler ,  for  appellants. 

E,  H.  Foster,  and  R,  0.  Pickett^  contra. 

SoMBRViLLB,  J.  [Omitting  other  matters.]  It  does  not  appear 
from  the  record  what  rule,  if  any,  was  adopted  by  the  register  in 
ascertaining  the  value  of  Mrs.  Tweedy's  contingent  or  inchoate 
right  of  dower  in  the  lands  conveyed  by  her  husband  to  Houston 
and  Bynum.  We  are  aware  of  no  possible  way  in  which  this  can 
be  done,  except  by  a  calculation  based  on  what  are  commonly  called 
*^  Annuity  Tables."  The  rule  was  so  declared  when  the  case  was 
last  before  us.  Gordon  v.  Tweedy,  71  Ala.  202.  The  question  was 
considei'ed  in  Jackson  v.  Edwards^  7  Paige,  386,  decided  in  1839, 
by  Chancellor  Walworth.  After  observing  that  the  annuity  tables 
furnish  the  means  of  ascertaining  ^Hhe  probable  value  of  the  wife's 
contingent  right  of  dower  during  the  life  of  the  husband,"  showing, 
as  they  do,  not  only  the  value  of  annuities  which  depend  upon  the 
continuance  of  single  lives  of  di£Ferenfc  ages,  but  upon  the  continu- 
ance of  two  or  more  joint  lives,  the  following  rule  is  declared : 
*^  The  proper  rule,"  he  adds,  "for  computing  the  present  value  of 
the  wife's  contingent  right  of  dower,  during  the  life  of  the  husband, 
is  to  ascertain  the  present  value  of  an  annuity  for  her  life,  equal  to 
the  interest  in  the  third  of  the  proceeds  of  the  estate  to  which  her 
contingent  right  of  dower  attaches,  and  then  to  deduct  from  the 
present  value  of  the  annuity  for  her  life,  the  value  of  a  similar 
annuity  depending  upon  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  husband: 
and  the  difference  between  these  two  sums  will  be  the  present  value 
of  her  contingent  right  of  dower.  7  Paige,  408,  citing  McKean's 
Pr.  L.  Tables,  23,  §  4;  Hendry's  Ann.  Tables,  87,  Prob.  4. 

At  the  time  this  rule  was  announced,  more  than  forty  years  ago, 
the  courts  were  accustomed  to  resort  to  the  **  Northampton  "  and 
the  ** Carlisle"  Tables  of  observation,  showing  the  probabilities  of 
liuman  life  by  actual  observation  in  the  towns  of  Northampton  and 
('jirlisle,  England.  These  deaths  however  were  not  taken  from 
selected  lives,  but  from  the  population  generally.  The  field  was 
8o  circumscribed  that  they  have  never  been  deemed  entirely  reliaUe. 
We  judicially  know  that  the  business  of  life  insurance  has  made 
rapid  advancement  in  modem  times,   e8i>ecially  within  the  past 
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twenty  years.  New  fields  of  observation  hare  been  explored,  based 
upon  the  combined  and  actual  experience  of  American  life  insurance 
companies.  This  has  led  to  the  tabulation  of  results  in  what  is 
now  known  as  the  "  American  Table  of  Mortality,"  which  is  now 
regarded  as  the  orthodox  standard  throughout  the  United  States 
and  the  Canadas.  This  table  is  based  on  the  lives  of  insurable,  or 
healthy  persons,  and  is  known  to  be  now  in  use  generally  by 
modem  life  insurance  companies,  for  the  arithmetical  estimate  of 
valuations.  We  are  of  opinion  that  for  these  reasons  our  courts 
should  resort  to  the  '*  American  Table  of  Mortality  "  as  a  basis  for 
the  calculation  of  annuities  dependent  on  the  probabilities  of  human 
life  in  this  country. 

We  see  no  reason  why  the  chancellor,  or  register,  should  be 
precluded  from  taking  judicial  knowledge  of  both  the  existence  of 
this  table  and  its  contents.  It  is  customary  for  courts  to  take 
judicial  knowledge  of  what  ought  to  be  generally  known  within  tlie 
limits  of  their  jurisdiction.  This  cognizance  may  extend  far  beyond 
the  actual  knowledge,  or  even  the  memory  of  judges,  who  may 
therefore  resort  to  such  documents  of  reference,  or  other  authori- 
tative sources  of  information  as  may  be  at  hand,  and  may  be  deemed 
worthy  of  confidence.  The  rule  has  been  held,  in  many  instances, 
to  embrace  information  derived  informally  by  inquiry  from  experts. 
1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  6;  Gresley  Ev.  295. 

The  register,  in  taking  the  account,  will  follow  the  rule  above 
announced,  having  a  proper  regard  to  the  value  of  the  property, 
the  health  and  age  of  the  parties.  The  better  practice  would  be, 
to  examine  a  medical  expert,  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  whether 
uny  change  in  the  value  of  the  dower  should  be  reported,  by  reason 
of  the  failing  or  imperfect  health  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction. 

The  decree  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded,  that  the  issues 
relating  to  dower,  taxes  and  improvements  alone  may  be  determined 
on  a  further  reference  to  the  register. 

Decree  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 
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Wager  —  cushion  against  ttakeMder. 

Where  a  wager  is  made  on  the  resalt  of  a  public  election,  and  the  stakeholder 
pays  the  stake  after  the  resalt  is  generally  knovni  and  publicly  announced, 
but  before  the  issue  of  the  official  certificate,  the  loser,  liavlng  after  the 
payment  but  before  the  issue  of  the  certificate  notified  him  not  to  pay,  may 
maintain  an  action  against  him  for  his  stake. 

ACTION  to  recover  a  stake  on  a  wager.     The  opinion  states  the 
point.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment  below. 

/>.  P.  Lewis  and  J,  Wheeler,  for  appellant. 
W.  P.  Chitwood,  contra. 

Stone,  J.  We  do  not  think  section  2131  of  the  Code  of  1876 
exerts  any  influence  in  this  case,  except  to  the  extent  that  it  declares 
all  contracts  based  on  a  gambling  consideration  to  be  void.  The 
second  clause  of  the  section  has  reference  to  suits  between  the 
parties  making  the  wager.  It  sheds  no  new  light  on  the  question 
of  the  stakeholder's  liability. 

The  rule  is  general,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  that 
when  a  wager  is  made  and  the  stakes  are  deposited  with  a  stake- 
holder, either  party  may,  at  any  time  before  the  result  is  ascertained 
and  the  money  paid  over  to  the  winner,  withdraw  from  the  illegal 
transaction,  notify  the  stakeholder,  and  demand  and  recover  his 
deposit-money.  Such  is  the  general  rule  and  it  has  been  long  so 
settled  in  this  State.  Shackleford  v.  Ward,  3  Ala.  37;  Ivey  v. 
Pfifer,  11  id.  535;  Davis  v.  Orme,  36  id.  540;  Hawley  v.  Bibb,  69 
id.  52;  1  Whart.  Cont.,  §  452;  2  Pars.  Cont.  626;  Collamer Y.Day, 
2  Vt.  144;  TarUton  v.  Baker,  18  id.  9;  McKee  v.  Manice^  11  Cush. 
357;  Love  v.  Harvey,  114  Mass.  80;  Msher  v.  Bildreih^  117  id. 
558;  Morgan  v.  Beaumont,  121  id.  7.  This  rule  is  not  oniyersal. 
Whart.  Cont.,  §  452. 

In  the  present  case  the  stakeholder,  Lewis,  paid  the  money  to  the 
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supposed  winner  before  he  was  notified  by  his  adversary  not  to  pay 
it  oyer.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed  that  Bruton  did  give 
Lewis  notice  not  to  pay  the  money  over  to  Jones,  the  alleged  win- 
ner. The  contention  is  that  the  payment  was  made  after  the  result 
of  the  election  was  generally  known  and  publicly  proclaimed. 

Members  of  Congress  are  elected  the  first  Tuesday  after  the  first 
Monday  in  November.  Code  of  1876,  §  248.  On  the  Saturday 
next  after  the  election  (an  interval  of  four  days),  the  Probate 
judge  and  other  named  officers,  as  supervisors,  are  required  **  to 
make  a  correct  statement  from  the  returns  of  the  votes  from  the 
several  precincts  of  the  county,  of  the  whole  number  of  votes 
given  therein  for  each  office,  and  the  person  to  whom  such  votes 
were  given.  Code  of  1876,  §  291.  A  certified  statement  of  the 
vote  cast  in  the  county,  as  required  above  to  be  made  by  the  super- 
visors, is  to  be  forwarded  by  the  Probate  judge  to  the  secretary  of 
State,  immediately,  and  on  the  same  day  (Saturday)  the  service  is 
performed.  Code,  §  292.  "  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  secretary 
of  State,  within  ten  days  after  receiving  the  returns  of  election 
from  the  Probate  judges  of  each  county,  to  furnish,  from  a  count 
of  the  actual  vote  cast,  as  the  same  appears  by  the  returns  certified 
to  him,  certificates  of  election  to  such  peraons  as  may  be  ascertained 
to  be  elected  to  any  office  in  this  State."  Code,  §  294.  It  is  thus 
shown  that  the  certificate  of  election  may  not  in  fact  be  issued  by 
the  secretary  of  State  until  sixteen  or  more  days  have  elapsed 
after  the  election  has  been  held.  Considering  the  many  duties  of 
the  same  kind  cast  on  the  secretary  of  State  at  the  same  time,  and 
the  uncertain  time  necessary  for  the  various  county  returns  to  reach 
the  secretary  of  State,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  the  certifi- 
cates of  election  will  be  made  out  in  much  than  less  ten,  possibly 
fifteen,  days  after  the  day  of  election. 

In  the  present  record  there  is  an  absence  of  proof  when  the 
certificate  of  election  was  issued  -  uncertainty  as  to  the  time  when 
the  money  was  paid  by  the  stakeholder  to  the  supposed  winner, 
and  when  the  notice  was  given  by  Bruton  to  him  not  to  pay 
over  the  money  to  Jones.  The  reasonable  inference  from  the  testi- 
mony is,  that  both  the  payment  and  the  notice  not  to  pay  preceded 
the  issue  of  the  certificate  of  election.  The  decision  of  these  ques- 
tions however  is  rendered  unnecessary,  as  no  ruling  appears  to  have 
been  made  upon  them.  The  charges  asked  and  refused  all  ignore 
these  questions,  and  claim  a  verdict  for  defendant,  in  the  absence 
Vol.  XLIX  — 103 
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of  such  certificate,  if  the  money  was  in  fact  paid  before  notice  not 
to  pay,  and  after  the  result  of  the  election  was  ''publicly  an- 
nounced." The  certificate  afterward  issued,  it  is  contended, 
related  back  to  the  election,  and  cured  the  irregularity.  We  can- 
not assent  to  this.  A  payment  before  certificate  of  election  issued 
is  at  the  peril  of  the  stakeholder;  and  if  the  authority  to  pay  be  re- 
voked, or  the  payment  countermanded,  before  the  actual  issue  of 
the  certificate,  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  lies  against  the 
stakeholder.  The  Circuit  Court  did  not  err  in  refusing  the  charges 
asked.  Whether  there  was  a  sufficient  revocation  in  this  case  we 
do  not  consider,  as  the  question  is  not  raised.  Paiteraon  v.  Clarke 
126  Mass.  531. 

We  do  not  propose,  in  this  case,  to  consider  which  of  the  oppos- 
ing candidates  was  in  fact  elected.  We  are  in  no  sense  assuming 
to  make  ourselves  judges  of  the  election.  As  we  understand  the 
law,  that  question'  was  not,  and  at  the  time  the  money  must  haye 
been  paid  over,  could  not  have  been  raised.  We  take  it  for  granted^ 
if  the  certificate  of  election  had  been  issued  before  notice  was  given 
to  the  stakeholder  not  to  pay,  the  charges  asked  would  have  been 
rested  on  that  hypothesis,  and  not  on  the  weaker  one,  that  the  re- 
sult had  been  "  publicly  announced. "  In  fact,  we  presume  the 
Circuit  Court  did  correctly  rule  on  all  questions  not  excepted  to, 
and  thus  brought  before  us.  If  the  money  had  been  paid  over,  and 
the  result  of  the  election  oflScially  declared  by  the  secretary  of 
State,  before  notice  to  the  stakeholder  not  to  pay,  we  are  not  pre- 
pared to  say  this  would  not  be  a  complete  bar  to  the  action,  even 
though  the  money  was  paid  before  the  result  was  officially  ascer- 
tained. Such  official  ascertainment  might  heal  the  irregularity  of 
])remature  payment,  and  close  the  door  against  any  demand  after- 
ward made. 

In  what  we  have  said,  we  have  confined  our  rulings  to  what  is 
known  as  the  officially  proclaimed  result.  We  have  not  considered 
the  question  of  the  contested  seat,  which  is  public,  official  history, 
of  which  we  take  judicial  notice.  If  necessary,  we  would  probably 
hold  the  stakeholder  would  be  justified  in  paying  over  the  money 
on  the  official  announcement,  without  waiting  for  the  uncertain 
result  of  an  election  contest. 

The  demurrer  to  the  first  count  of  the  complaint  was  rightly 
overruled.  Payment  to  the  alleged  winner,  before  notice  not  to  pay, 
was  defensive  matter,  the  averment  und  proof  of  which  rested  with 
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the  defendant.  The  deposit  being  for  an  illegal  purpose,  the 
depositor  had  till  the  last  moment  to  withdraw  from  the  trans- 
action, by  revoking  the  authority  to  pay. 

AffinnecL 


South  avd  North  Alabama  Railroad  Gokpant  y.  Wood. 

(7i  Ala.  440.) 
Evidence — judicial  notice. 

uourta  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  rule  for  the  measurement  of  com 
Id  the  shuck,  nor  that  a  railroad  car  of  §^ven  dimensions  cannot  contain  three 
hundred  bushels  thereof.* 

A  CTION  for  non-delivery  of  corn.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

ThomoJt  0.  Jones  and  John  W.  Inzer,  for  appellant. 

Stone,  J.  Much  that  enters  into  and  shapes  human  transactions 
is  so  general  and  uniform  in  its  operation,  as  to  be  reducible  to  a 
rule.  The  flow  of  water,  the  alternation  of  the  seasons,  seed-time 
and  harvest,  the  operation  of  mechanical  powers,  are  of  this  class. 
So  whether  certain  language  is  or  not,  in  its  very  nature,  obscene 
or  insulting;  whether  a  weapon  of  a  particular  kind  is,  or  is  not 
deadly;  what  effect  a  serious  wound  in  a  vital  part  will  have;  what 
are  fermented,  and  what  distilled  spirits;  these,  and  many  other 
factors  in  judicial  determination,  are  so  generally  known  as  to  dis- 
pense with  all  proof  of  them,  as  a  general  rule.  All  men  know 
them,  and  therefore  they  need  not  be  proved.  This  is  sometimes 
called  judicial  knowledge;  frequently,  common  knowledge. 

We  do  not  think  however  that  the  rule  for  the  measurement  of 
com  in  the  shuck  falls  within  this  class.  True,  we  know  that  a 
cubic  yard,  which  consists  of  twenty-seven  cubic  feet,  cannot  con- 
tain one  hundred  bushels  of  corn  in  the  shuck.  Can  we  know 
precisely  what  it  will*  hold?  Is  there  any  generally  known,  in- 
flexible rule  on  the  subject  ?  So  much  must  depend  on  the 
variety  and  quality  of  the  corn,  and  the  quantity  of  shuck  left 

•Soea/^/^  p.  201. 
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upon  it,  that  no  fixed  rule  can  be  declared.  Suppose  we  were  to 
declare  that  a  box  car  28x8x4  feet  cannot  hold  300  bushels  of  com 
in  the  shuck.  Can  we,  with  any  proximate  certainty,  say  how 
much  it  will  contain?  A  result,  so  rariable  as  this,  cannot  become 
a  subject  of  judicial  cognizance.  As  we  said,  when  this  case  was 
before  us  at  a  former  term  (71  Ala.  215;  46  Am.  Rep.  309),  ••  we 
have  nothing  to  do  with  these  questions.  The  jury  found  there 
was  a  loss,  and  we  can  only  inquire  whether  the  law  for  their  gov- 
ernment was  correctly  given  in  charge  to  them."  Whart  Ev.,  §§ 
329  et  seq. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record^  and  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Courtis  affimiad. 

Judgnmni  qfiffned. 
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Hardeman  v.  State. 

(leXex.  Ct.  App.  L) 

Statute  —  congtruetion  —  "  movable  prapeffff,** 

A  growing  and  unripe  crop  is  not  **  movable  "  or  **  personal  property." 

CONVICTION  of  fraudulent  disposition  of  mortgaged  property. 
The  opinion  states  the  case. 

Amzi  Braclshaw,  for  appeUant. 

J.  If.  BuriSy  assistant  attorney-genera),  for  State. 

WiLLSON,  J.  In  substance  the  indictment  charges  that  the 
defendant,  on  the  third  day  of  June,  1882,  executed  to  J.  E.  Wil- 
son a  valid  mortgage  lien,  in  writing,  upon  "  eighteen  acres  of 
cotton,  then  and  there  being  movable  property,"  "and  that  he 
thereafter,  on  the  first  day  of  October,  1882,  sold  said  cotton  to 
divers  persons  with  intent  to  defraud  said  Wilson,"  etc. 

To  constitute  the  offense  attempted  to  be  charged  in  this  indict- 
ment, the  property  upon  which  the  lien  was  given  must  have  been 
'' personal  or  movable  property"  at  the  time  such  lien  was  exe- 
cuted.    Penal  Code,  art.  797.     It  is  no  offense  against  the  law  of 
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this  State  to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  real  property  upon  which 
the  owner  has  given  a  written  lien. 

Before  proceeding  further  we  should  determine  what  meaning 
should  be  given  to  the  words  **  eighteen  acres  of  cotton,"  used  in 
the  indictment  in  describing  the  property  mortgaged.  We  think 
that  but  one  reasonable  signification  can  be  placed  upon  them,  and 
that  is  fchat  the  property  consisted  of  a  cotton  crop  growing  upon 
eighteen  acres  of  land.  This  would  be  the  ordinary  signification 
of  the  words,  and  they  must  be  thus  understood.  Rev.  Stat.,  art. 
3138;  Penal  Code,  art.  10. 

What  character  of  property  is  a  crop  of  growing  cotton,  con- 
sidered with  reference  to  the  oifense  of  which  defendant  stands 
convicted?  Is  it  "movable  property"  within  the  meaning  of 
article  797  of  the  Penal  Code?  If  not,  then  it  is  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider this  case  further,  because  it  is  to  that  character  of  property 
alone  that  this  indictment  applies. 

It  is  true  that  the  indictment  alleges  that  the  eighteen  acres  of 
cotton  were  movable  property.  Such  allegation  however  is  but  a 
conclusion  of  the  pleader,  and  is  not  sufficient  unless  the  other 
statements  show  that  it  was  that  kind  of  property.  Thus,  suppose 
the  allegation  nad  been  that  the  property  consisted  in  eighteen 
acres  of  land,  followed  by  another  allegation  that  the  land  was 
movable  property;  it  would  not  be  contended  that  the  latter  con- 
trolled the  former  allegation,  and  that  therefore  the  indictment 
charged  the  offense  known  to  the  law.  The  two  allegations  would 
be  repugnant  to  and  contradictory  of  each  other,  and  the  indict- 
ment would  unquestionably  be  bad.  But  suppose  in  the  case  before 
us  the  allegation  had  been  that  the  property  consisted  in  so  many 
pounds  of  cotton,  and  that  the  same  was  personal  property,  or  was 
movable  property,  these  allegations  would  have  been  consistent 
with  each  other,  and  the  latter  would  have  determined  the  charac- 
ter of  the  property.  In  this  case  the  allegation  that  the  property 
was  niovable  can  add  nothing  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment, 
unless  the  description  of  the  property,  *'  eighteen  acres  of  cotton," 
may  mean  cotton  in  that  state  or  condition  which  would  render  it 
movable  property. 

We  now  recur  to  the  question,is  growing  cotton  movable  property, 
JUS  alleged  in  the  indictment?  '^Movable"  property  is  such  as 
attends  a  man's  person  wherever  he  goes,  in  contradistinction  to 
things  immovable.    2  Bouv.  Law  Diet.,  word  *^  Movahles,^^     Thus 
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money,  jewelry,  clothing,  household  furniture,  boats  and  carriages 
are  said  to  follow  the  person  of  the  owner  wherever  he  goes;  they 
need  not  be  enjoyed  in  any  particular  place  ;  and  hence  they  are 
movable.  1  Schoul.  Pers.  Prop  25.  Certainly  a  crop  of  cotton 
growing  upon  land  cannot  by  any  stretch  of  the  rules  of  construction 
be  brought  within  this  definition  of  movable  property.  It  is  most 
clearly  a  thing  immovable.  It  may  however  become  movable. 
Says  the  author  last  quoted:  "  Fruits,  so  long  as  they  are  hanging 
on  the  trees,  the  crops  until  they  are  gathered,  and  timber  trees 
while  they  are  standing,  are  things  immovable,  or  real  estate, 
because  they  are  attached  and  appendant  to  the  ground.  But  when 
the  fruits  or  crops  are  gathered,  or  the  trees  cut  down,  as  they  then 
cease  to  be  attached  to  the  soil,  they  become  movables."  1  Schoul. 
Pers.  Prop.  123.  We  think  it  too  plain  to  be  controverted,  or  to 
require  a  further  investigation  of  authorities,  that  a  crop  of  grow- 
ing cotton  is  immovable  property,  and  is  not  within  the  meaning  of 
*' movable  property  "  as  used  in  the  article  of  the  Penal  Code  under 
which  this  conviction  was  obtained. 

But  it  may  be  said  that  the  cotton  was  personal  if  not  movable  prop- 
erty, and  if  so  that  the  oflTense  attempted  to  be  charged  could  be  com- 
mitted in  relation  to  it.  This  position  is  correct.  If  the  property 
be  either  personal  or  movable  it  is  the  subject  of  the  offense  de- 
nounced by  the  Code.  It  is  to  be  observed  however  that  this 
indictment  does  not  allege,  or  in  any  manner  show,  that  the  prop- 
erty was  personal  property.  It  characterizes  the  same  as  movable 
property,  and  the  two  words  are  by  no  means  synonymous  in  their 
legal  signification,  and  do  not  mean  the  same  thing  in  the  Code. 
There  may  be  personal  property  which  is  not  movable.  Personal 
property  not  only  includes  movable  property,  but  more.  It  is  a 
more  comprehensive  word.  Thus,  crops  growing  upon  land  are 
held  to  be  personal  property,  so  far  as  not  to  be  considered  an 
interest  in  land,  under  the  statute  of  frauds.  2  Bouv.  Law  Diet., 
*' Personal  Property."  So  annual  crops,  if  fit  for  harvest,  may 
acquire  the  character  and  incidents  of  personal  property,  so  far  as 
to  be  subject  to  execution  as  personal  chattels.  Home  v.  Oambrell, 
W.  and  W.  Con.  Rep.,  §  997.  But  it  has  never  been  held  that  an 
ungathered  crop,  stiD  appendant  to  the  gi-ound,  is,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, movable  property.  Whilst  the  question,  as  to  whether 
or  not  cotton  growmg  is  personal  property  within  the  meaning  of 
the  article  of  the  Code  referred  to,  is  not  presented  directly  for  onr 
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detennination,  we  deem  it  not  improper  for  us  to  say  that  in  our 
opinion  crops  do  not  become  personal  property,  as  a  general  rule, 
until  they  are  ready  to  be  harvested.  Until  that  time  they  are 
regarded  as  partaking  of  the  realty.  1  Schoul.  Pers.  Prop.  123 
et  seq.j  Freeman  Executions,  §  113.  In  this  case  it  appears  from 
the  indictment  that  the  lien  upon  the  cotton  was  given  in  the  month 
of  June,  at  which  time  the  crop  could  not  have  been  ready  for 
o^athering,  and  it  was  not  therefore  personal  property. 

In  our  opinion  the  indictment  charges  no  offense  against  the  law 
of  this  State,  and  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  based  upon  its  insufficiency;  where- 
fore the  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  prosecution  is  dismissed. 

Reversed  and  dismtssed. 


Hall  v.  State. 

(16  Tex.  Ct.  App.  6.) 
Statute  —  ooiutrttction  —  • '  decrepit.  ** 

In  a  statute  oonceming  assault  and  battery  upon  *'  decrepit  persons,*'  thoee 
words  mean  those  who  are  disabled,  incapable  or  incompetent,  from  either 
physical  or  mental  weakness  or  defects,  whether  produced  by  age  or  other 
causes,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  them  comparatively  helpless  in  personal 
conflicts  with  persons  of  ordinary  health  and  strength. 

CONVICTION  of  assault  and  battery.     The  opinion  states  the 
case. 

Cowles  <6  Story y  J.  L.  Cobb  and  J.  P.  Cox,  for  appellant. 
./.  //.  BiirtSy  assistant  attorney-general,  for  State. 

WiLLSOK,  J.  There  are  three  counts  in  the  indictment,  each 
(charging  an  aggravated  assault  and  battery.  First,  that  the 
defendant,  an  adult  male,  committed  an  assault  and  battery  upon 
a  female;  second,  that  the  defendant,  a  person  of  robust  health  and 
strength,  committed  an  assault  and  battery  upon  a  decrepit  person; 
and  third,  that  he  went  into  the  house  of  a  private  family  and 
committed  the  assault  and  battery. 

[Minor  oonsidenitions  omitted.] 
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As  to  the  second  count,  while  the  evidence  might  be  held 
sufficient  to  establish  the  aUegation  that  the  defendant  was  a 
person  of  robust  health  and  strength,  it  was  not  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  alleged  assaulted  party  was  decrepit.  She  was  not  an 
aged  person,  being  only  thirty-seven  years  old.  Mr.  Webster  defines 
''  aged  "  as  follows:  "  Old;  having  lived  long;  having  lived  almost 
the  usual  time  allotted  to  that  species  of  being. "  The  usual  allotted 
time  for  human  beings  to  live,  prescribed  by  revealed  law,  and  in 
accord  with  the  law  of  nature,  is  the  period  of  three  score  years  and 
ten.  It  is  not  alleged  in  the  indictment  however  that  the  lady  was 
an  aged  person,  but  that  she  was  decrepit,  and  we  must  therefore 
direct  our  attention  to  this  specific  allegation. 

What  meaning  are  we  to  give  to  the  word  decrepit?  Words 
used  in  the  Penal  Code,  except  where  specially  defined  by  law,  are 
to  be  taken  and  construed  in  the  sense  in  which  they  are  understood 
in  common  language,  taking  into  consideration  the  context  and 
subject  matter  relative  to  which  they  are  employed.  Penal  Code, 
art.  10.  Mr.  Webster  makes  the  word  ** decrepit"  a  dependent 
of  old  age;  that  is,  according  to  his  definition,  before  a  person  a^n 
be  decrepit  old  age  must  have  supervened  upon  such  person.  He 
defines  the  word  thus:  "  Broken  down  with  age;  wasted  or  worn 
by  the  infirmities  of  old  age;  being  in  the  last  stage  of  decay; 
weakened  by  age."  This  word  is  not  defined  in  the  Code,  nor  do 
we  find  any  definition  of  it  in  the  law  lexicographies.  In  our 
opinion,  as  used  in  article  496  of  the  Penal  Code,  and  as  commonly 
understood  in  this  country,  it  has  a  more  comprehensive  signification 
than  that  given  it  by  Mr.  Webster.  We  understand  a  decrepit 
person  to  mean  one  who  is  disabled,  incapable  or  incompetent, 
from  either  physical  or  mental  weakness  or  defects,  whether  pro- 
duced by  age  or  other  causes,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render  the 
individual  comparatively  helpless  in  a  personal  conflict  with  one 
possessed  of  ordinary  health  and  strength.  We  think  that  within 
the  meaning  of  the  word  as  used  in  the  Code,  a  person  may  be 
decrepit  without  being  old;  otherwise  the  use  of  the  word  in  the 
Code  would  be  tautology.  It  certainly  was  intended  by  the  legis- 
lature that  it  should  signify  another  state  or  condition  of  the  per- 
son than  that  of  old  age.  Thus  where  the  party  assaulted  was  a 
man  about  fifty  years  old,  disabled  by  rheumatism  to  such  an  extent 
that  he  was  compelled  to  carry  his  arm  in  an  unnatural  position, 
and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  it  almost  if  not  entirely  useless 
Vr»r..  XLTX-104 
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to  him  in  a  personal  difficulty,  it  was  held,  that  whilst  his  condition 
might  not  come  technically  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  decrepit 
118  defined  by  Mr.  Webster,  yet  it  might  with  propriety  be  said  that 
it  fell  in  the  measure  of  that  word  as  used  in  common  acceptation. 
IJowden  v.  State,  2  Tex.  Ct.  App.  56. 

But  giving  to  this  word  its  broadest  meaning,  we  do  not  think 
that  the  proof  in  this  case  shows  that  the  alleged  injured  person 
was  decrepit.  She  testifies  herself  that  she  had  been  sick  off  and 
on  during  the  summer,  and  that  she  had  been  in  bed  all  day  the 
(lay  of  the  difficulty.  It  is  not  shown  what  was  the  character  of 
her  sickness,  or  what  effect  it  had  produced  upon  her.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  was  proved  that  on  the  evening  of  the  difficulty, and 
at  the  time  of  its  occurrence,  she  was  up  and  going  about  the 
house;  that  just  before  she  was  assaulted  by  the  defendant  she  had 
gone  up  stairs  and  thrown  his  trunk  of  clothes  out  of  the  house 
through  a  window,  and  had  also  thrown  his  satchel  out  of  the 
house.*  It  was  further  proved  that  before  defendant  struck  or 
attempted  to  strike  her  she  struck  him  with  a  chair.  Considering 
Jill  the  testimony  upon  this  question,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it 
fails  to  show  that  the  lady,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  assault  upon 
her,  was  in  a  decrepit  condition  within  the  meaning  of  the  law. 
Therefore  the  conviction  cannot  be  sustained  under  the  second 
count. 

Because  in  our  opinion  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  not  supported 
hf  the  evidence,  the  judgment  is  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 

Reversed  and  re/manded. 


Oabtwright  v.  Statb. 

(IBTex.  ct.  App.  473.) 

Trial  — faUfure  to  condemn  applatuie  of  spectators  —  comments  of  eouneel. 

On  a  murder  trial,  at  the  end  of  the  opening  address  of  the  proaecuting  attor> 
noy,  the  audience  applauded.  In  his  closing  argument  he  aUuded  to  this, 
iind  approved  it.  The  court  did  not  check  nor  reprimand  the  audience  nor 
the  counsel,  nor  caution  the  jury.     This,  it  .seems,  was  error.* 


*  See  note,  48  Am.  Rep.  336. 
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pONVIOTION  of  murder.     The  opinion  states  the  point. 

c/.  A,  CarroU  and  Lovejoy,  Dickenson  d  Paiteraon  and  Pinwr  <t 
Sviithy  for  appellant. 

J,  H.  BurtSf  assistant  attorney-general,  and  W.  PoindsxteTy  for 
State. 

WiLLSON,  J.  [Omitting  other  matters.  ]  We  are  called  upon  by 
a  bill  of  exceptions  to  notice  anothei  matter  which  occurred  upon 
the  trial.  Upon  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  of  the  counsel 
who  opened  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  State,  the  audience,  which 
was  composed  of  some  four  hundred  people,  cheered  and  applauded 
the  speaker-  This  was  late  at  night  and  further*  argument  was 
postponed  until  the  next  morning.  The  court  did  not  reprimand 
the  audience,  or  in  any  way  express  disapprobation  of  the  improper 
demonstration,  nor  was  the  jury  cautioned  against  suffering  this 
conduct  of  the  audience  to  influence  their  minds  in  the  consider- 
ation of  the  case.  On  the  next  morning,  counsel  for  defendant 
were  permitted  in  their  addresses  to  the  jury  to  comment  upon  and 
condemn  without  restriction  the  occurrence  of  the  night  before. 
In  reply  to  them,  counsel  for  the  State,  in  the  concluding  argu 
nient,  alluding  to  the  demonstration  made  by  the  audience  said, 
'*  it  was  a  spontaneous  outburst  of  approval  by  the  audience  of  this 
cause,  after  they  had  heard  it  truthfully  represented  by  the  State." 
This  remark  was  not  reproved  by  the  court,  and  still  the  jury  were 
not  admonished  by  the  court  to  disregard  this  extmneous  matter, 
and  to  guard  themselves  against  being  influenced  by  it. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  determine  whether  or  not  we  would 
suflFerthis  conviction  to  stand  if  this  bill  of  exception  presented 
the  only  ground  of  reversal.  It  is  enough  for  us  to  say  now  that 
we  think  the  court  should  have  taken  prompt  and  decisive  action 
on  the  occasion,  and  should  have  endeavored  by  its  condemnation 
of  the  proceeding,  and  its  admonitions  to  the  jury,  to  prevent  any 
]>rejudice  to  the  defendant  by  such  reprehensible  conduct.  And 
in  this  effort  on  the  part  of  the  court  counsel  for  the  State  should 
have  united.  As  the  matter  is  presented  to  us  by  the  bill  of  ex- 
ception, we  cannot  say  that  the  defendant  has  had  a  fair  and  im- 
partial trial  upon  the  law  and  the  evidence  of  the  case. 

Because  of  the  errors  in  the  cliarge  of  the  court,  the  judgment  is 
reversed  and  the  cause  is  remanded. 

Reversed  and  remarided. 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 
See  Deed,  180 ;  Marriage,  88. 

ACTION. 

XflftwM  aot  maUotoiiily  done.]  No  action  lies  for  the  malicioas  poeting  of  a 
notice  hj  an  employer  forbidding  his  employees  to  trade  with  a  person 
named  therein.  Payne  v.  Wetiern  and  Atlantic  BaUroad  Campanyy  (18 
Lea,  507),  066. 

See  Agknct,  25 ;  Bailment,  5 ;  Bankruptcy,  809  ;  Evidence,  508 ;  Judg- 
ment, 491 ;  Negligence,  188,  515 ;  Negotiable  Instrument,  228 ; 
Office,  107  ;    Religious  Society,  462  ;    Statute,  655  ;   Wagers,  816. 

ADULTERY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  207. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 
Tsnants  in  common.]  Where  a  tenant  in  common  conveys  the  whole  land  to 
a  third  person,  and  the  grantee  records  the  deed  and  enters  onder  it, 
makes  valuable  improvements,  pays  the  taxes,  and  receives  the  rents  and 
profits  without  offering  to  account,  the  ootenant  is  chargeable  with  actual 
notice,  and  the  possession  is  effectual  against  him.  Unger  v.  Mooney 
(68  Cal.  586),  100. 

AGENCY. 

L.  Action  against  insurance  agent  for  fraud  —  damages.]  One  fraudulently 
induced  by  an  insurance  agent  to  take  a  policy  may  rescind  the  contract 
and  recover  from  him  the  premium  pidd.  Hedden  v.  Oriffln  (186  Mass. 
229).  25. 

2.  Oootraot  between  insurance  company  and  agent  —  termination.]  A  life 
insurance  company  contracted  to  pay  its  agent  certain  commissions  for 
procuring  insurance  and  for  renewals,  without  specifying  any  term  of 
duration.  The  company  went  out  of  business  and  assigned  the  policies 
so  procured  to  another  company.  Held,  that  this  terminated  the  agent's 
right  to  commissions  on  renewals.  North  Ga/rolma  State  lAfe  Inmtranee 
Company  v.  Wmams  (91  N.  C.  69),  637. 

ANIMALS. 
See  Eotrays,  339  ;  Ferry,  434  ;  Nbougbhcb,  188. 
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ARBITRATION. 
8$$  Landlord  and  Tsnakt,  161. 

ARREST. 
Of  prtwiltg^d  wttDMM.]    No  action  lies  for  the  arrest  on  oItU  pioooBB  of  a 
witness  returning  home  from  coart  and  privileged  from  arrest     Omitk  t. 
/<mM(78Me.  188),  596. 

Sm  iKaAmTT,  804  ;  Malicious  Prosbcdtioh,  117. 

ASSAULT. 
86e  Insurance,  460. 

ASSIGNMENT. 
Ses  Insurance,  670. 

ASSIGNMENT  FOR  CREDITORa 
See  Partnership,  847. 

ATTORNEY 
Disbaixing  —  oootcnpt.]    An  attomex,  stopping  a  Judge  on  the  stieei,  and 
using  abusive  language  to  him  concerning  his  Judicial  action  in  a  case 
pending  before  him,  is  guilty  of  "  misconduct  in  office,"  warranting  dis- 
barring.    People  V.  Oreen  (7  Colo.  287),  851. 

BAILMENT. 
Iiyary  by  third  person  —  action  by  bailee.]  The  plaintiff  -hired  a  horse  and 
wagon.  The  defendant  negligently  injured  the  wagon  while  in  his  pos- 
session. At  the  plaintiiTs  request  the  owner  had  it  repaired  and  the  ex- 
pense charged  to  the  plaintiff.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  for 
the  damage  without  having  paid  such  expense.  Brewder  ▼.  Wom^r 
(186  Mass.  57),  5. 

See  Carrier  ;  Railroad  ;  WAREHOuanfAX. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

H0W  promise  —  action.]  When  a  subsequent  promise  is  made  to  pay  a  debt 
discharged  in  bankruptcy,  the  creditor  may  sue  on  the  new  promise,  or  he 
may  sue  on  the  original  debt  and  reply  the  new  promise  to  a  plea  of  dis- 
charge.    Wolffe  V.  Eberlein  (74  Ala.  99),  809. 

BANES. 

L  Application  of  deposit  to  note.]  A  bank  holding  the  note  of  a  depositor, 
his  deposit  being  insufficient  to  pay  it  at  maturity,  is  not  bound  to  apply 
his  subsequent  deposits,  for  the  benefit  of  theindorser,  although  sufficient. 
People'e  Bank  of  WOieeebarre  v.  Legrand  (1(»  Penn.  St.  809),  196. 

a.  Paper  for  collection  —  title.]  The  plaintiff  deposited  with  the  Bfastin  Bank 
a  check  drawn  by  a  third  person,  for  collection  and  credit  to  bin  account 
In  accordance  with  an  arrangement  between  the  parties  the  Mastln  Bank 
gave  the  plaintiff  immediate  credit  for  the  check,  and  the  plaintiff  im 
mediately  drew  against  it.    The  Mastin  Bank  sent  the  check  to  defendant. 
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its  oonesponding  bank,  who  charged  it  to  the  drawer,  and  credited  the 
Mastin  Bank.  The  latter  meantime  had  failed  and  made  an  aaaignment, 
bat  the  defendant  did  not  know  it.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  ooold  not  re- 
coTer  on  the  check  from  the  defendant.  Ayres  v.  Farmers  and  MerehanU* 
Batik  (79  Mo.  421),  285. 

3.  National  — changed  from  State  —  guaranty.]  A  National  bank,  changed 
from  a  State  bank,  maj  maintain  an  action  on  a  continuing  guaranty 
for  loans,  held  hj  it  before  the  change,  for  loans  both  before  and  after 
the  change.  OUy  National  Bcmk  of  Poughkeepne  v.  Phelp$  (97  N.  T.  44), 
518. 

Bapoait.]    See  Will,  826. 

BASTARDY. 

liability  for  anpport,]  A  man  marrying  a  woman,  known  by  him  to  be 
pregnant  by  another,  is  alone  liable  for  the  support  of  the  child.  8UUe 
T.  Shoemaker  (62  Iowa,  848),  146. 

BEQUEST. 
SeeVfuA^ 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 
8e€  Nbgotiablb  iNaTRUMBim. 

BOUNDARY. 
1.  On  pond.]    A  boundary  "  by  the  shore  *'  of  a  pond  conveys  to  low  water- 
mark.   8Ui9en9  ▼.  mng  (76  Me.  197),  609. 
Ql  Ob  lirar.]    A  boundary  by  a  line  running  *'  to  the  river  and  thence  on  the 
fiver  shore,"  conveys  to  the  center  of  the  stream.     Sleeper  v.  LaconiaififS 
N.  H.  201),  811. 

BRIBERY. 
See  Statute,  700. 

BRIDGE. 
Bee  Nbgliosncb,  894,  561. 

BROKER. 
See  Contract,  181. 

CARRIER. 

ZMtwy  to — oulom  ^  rolaa.]  A  deposit  of  cotton  in  a  street  along  the  side 
of  the  platform  of  a  railroad  depot,  or  in  the  railroad  cotton-yard,  for 
shipment,  in  pursuance  of  a  custom  or  usage  adopted  or  sanctioned  by  the 
depot  agent,  may  amount  to  a  delivery  to  the  railroad  company,  although 
no  receipt  is  given  by  the  agent  to  the  shipper,  and  such  usage  or  custom 
is  contrary  to  the  established  regulations  of  the  company,  known  to  the 
shipper,  and  no  notice  thereof  is  traced  to  the  superintendent  or  managing 
agent  of  the  company.      Montgomery  and  Bvfaiula  Batiway  Company  v. 


JEM  (78  Ala.  896),  54. 


CHARITY. 
See  Will,  84. 
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CHECK. 

See  Nbootiablb  Inbtbttmbht,  fM, 

CHURCH. 

See  Kblioious  Soclbty,  185. 

COLLATERALS. 

See  Pledge,  592. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Deed,  48. 

CONSPIRACY. 

See  Evidence,  001. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  Ooostmotioii—"  roadway,  road-bed."]  Steamers  used  by  a  railroad  oompanj 

in  transporting  freight  cars  across  water  intenrening  between  the  termini 
of  the  tracks  are  not  taxable  as  a  part  of  the  "  roadwaj"  or  "  road-bed.** 
OUy  and  County  of  San  Prancieeo  v.  Central  Pacific  Rail/road  Company 
(68  Cal.  467).  98. 

2.  Inter-State  commaroe  —  prohibition  —  Sunday  fraigfat  traina.]    A  statute 

subjecting  to  punishment  railway  companies  running  their  freight  trains 
on  Sunday  is  not  unconstitutional,  although  the  freight  in  question  is  in 
course  of  transportation  to  other  States.  State  v.  Railroad  Company 
(34  W.  Va.  783).  290. 

3.  **  Justice  or  Judge"— Justice  of  peace.]    A  justice  of  the  peace  is  not 

within  the  constitutional  provision  that  **  no  person  shall  hold  the  office 
of  justice  or  judge  of  any  court*'  after  becoming  seventy  years  old. 
People  V.  Mann  (97  N.  Y.  580),  556. 

4.  laegialation  restoring  competency  of  infunons  witness.]    The  legislature 

may  not  restore  the  competency  of  a  witness  rendered  incompetent  by  rea- 
son of  conviction  of  felony.     State  v.  Chrant  (79  Mo.  118).  218. 

5.  Limit  of  municipal  indebtedness.]    Although  the  Constitution  forbids  any 

municipal  corporation  to  incur  an  indebtedness  exceeding  a  specified  per- 
centage of  its  taxable  property,  yet  a  city  may  contract  for  a  necessary 
supply  of  water  for  twenty  years  at  an  expense-  in  the  aggregate  exceeding 
that  limit,  but  to  be  defrayed  annually,  as  the  water  is  furnished,  and  not 
exceeding  the  constitutional  limit  in  any  year.  CUy  of  Valparaieo  v. 
Gardner  (97  Ind.  1),  416. 

6.  Regulation  of  marriage  —  retrospectiTe  operation.]    A  statute  prohibited 

marriage  between  persons  nearer  of  kin  than  first  cousins,  and  a  sub^- 
quent  statute  provided  that  such  marriage  followed  by  birth  of  issue 
should  not  be  declared  void  after  the  death  of  either  party.  Held,  that 
the  proviso  applied  to  prior  marriages.  BaUy  v.  CranfiU  (91  N.  V.  298), 
641. 

7.  Statute  authorising  act  ei^oined  as  nuisance.]    The  ringing  of  mill-bella 

at  a  certain  hour  having  been  enjoined  as  a  nuisance,  the  legislature  may 

authorize  the  ringing  at  that  hour.     Sawyer  v.  J)avi9  (186  Mass.  7^\  37. 

See  Elections,  606  ;  Eminent  Domain,  7;  Pardon,  71,  877,  684 ;  Taxatiok» 

156. 
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CX)NTBMPT. 

1.  OoBSiructtve  —  lilMl  on  Jadgoi.]     A  publication  in  a  newspaper  when  and 

where  a  court  is  sitting,  ref erring  to  a  case  pending  therein,  and  charging 
the  judges  with  having  in  a  political  caucus  advised  the  action  out  of 
which  the  case  arose,  and  with  having  pledged  themselves  to  the  caucus 
to  adjudge  its  action  legal,  and  to  decide  the  case  before  an  approaching 
political  convention,  is  a  contempt  which  may  be  suminaril}  punished  as 
' '  misbehavior  in  the  presence  of  the  court, or  so  near  thereto  as  to  obstruct  or 
interrupt  the  administration  of  justice."  State  v.  Frew (24  W.  Va.  416),  257. 

2.  Foxfeiture  of  reoognizanoe.]    Where  one  accused  of  crime  forfeits  his 

recognizance  to  appear  for  trial,  he  is  not  guilty  of  contempt.  In  Matter 
ofDiU  (82  Kans.  668),  505. 

See  Attornet,  851 

CONTRACT. 

1.  Against  pnblic  policy.]    The  owners  of  land  in  a  city  agreed  with  the 

owners  of  an  adjacent  building  that  if  the  latter  would  offer  that  build- 
ing to  the  government  for  a  nominal  rent  for  a  post-office  for  ten  years, 
and  use  all  *'  proper  persuasion  "  to  secure  its  acceptance,  they  would  pay 
them  a  certain  sum  annually  for  that  period,  in  case  of  the  government's 
acceptance.  The  building  was  accepted  by  the  government,  one  of  the 
owners,  a  personal  friend  of  the  postmaster-general,  truthfully  represent- 
ing to  him  that  the  situation  was  suitable,  and  notes  were  given  by  the 
defendants  for  the  annual  installments  as  agreed.  Heldy  that  the  agree- 
ment was  against  public  policy  and  the  notes  were  void.  Elkhart  CmirUy 
Lodge  v.  Crary  (98  Ind.  288),  746. 

2.  For  parchase  of  goods  on  marginB.]    A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  wheat, 

to  be  delivered  in  the  future,  the  purchaser  putting  up  margins,  and  both 
parties  understanding  that  the  wheat  is  not  to  be  delivered,  but  that  settle- 
ment shall  be  made  by  the  payment  of  the  difference  between  the  market 
price  at  the  day  fixed  for  delivery  and  the  purchase  price,  is  void.  White- 
sides  y.  Hunt  (97  Ind.  191),  441. 

3.  ImpUed  —  services.]    The  owner  of  a  few  of  a  large  number  of  bales  of 

cotton  stored  in  a  burning  warehouse,  having  saved  a  part  of  the  cotton, 
declaring  at  the  time  that  if  he  could  not  hold  it  under  the  law,  he  would 
surrender  it  on  being  paid  for  his  labor  and  expense  in  saving  and  baling 
it,  and  the  warehouseman,  with  knowledge  of  the  services  and  of  the  terms 
on  which  they  were  being  rendered,  having  assented  thereto  or  acquiesced 
therein,  held,  a  contract  entitling  the  person  rendering  the  services,  the 
cotton  not  being  identified  as  his  own,  to  payment  for  his  labor  and  ex- 
pense, and  to  its  possession  until  he  was  paid.  Seals  v.  Edmondson  (78 
Ala.  295),  51. 
^  license  —  implied  extension.]  The  defendant,  in  consideration  of  a  speci- 
fied yearly  compensation,  payable  monthly,  gave  the  plaintiff  the  exclusive 
privilege  of  placing  advertisements  in  its  cars  for  two  years  from  December 
30, 1876.  After  the  expiration  of  that  time,  without  further  agreement, 
the  plaintiff  continued  to  place  advertist^ments  in  the  cars,  making  the  like 

Vou  XLIX— 106 
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CONTRACT  —  CofUiryued, 
monthly  payments,  until  May  1,  1881,  when  the  defendant  lefnaed  to 
allow  him  to  do  so  any  longer.  In  an  action  for  damages,  held,  that  the 
defendant  was  not  bound  to  permit  him  to  continue  the  advertisements  for 
the  rest  of  the  year  1881 »  and  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable,  duut 
V.  Second  Acenii^'  Railroad  Company  (97  N.  Y.  884),  531. 

5.  Public  policy  —  unlicensed  broker.]      An  unlicensed  real  estate  agent, 

subject  to  penalty  for  doing  business  without  a  license,  cannot  recover 
compensation  under  contract  for  such  business.  Johnson  v.  HrtHngH  (103 
Penn.  St.  498).  131. 

6.  Restraint  of  trade.]    On  the  sale  of  a  stock  of  goods  and  a  lease,  the  seller 

engaged  nut  to  re-engage  in  that  business  for  five  years.     Udd,   void. 
WUey  V.  Baumgardiier  (97  Ind.  66).  427. 
See  Corporation,  212;  Damaobs,  246;  Guardiai^,  78;  Insurai^cb  ;  Licbnbb, 
152  ;  Landlord  and  Tenant,  161  ;  Master  and  Servant,  770  ;  Muni- 
cipal Corporation,  113  -.  Statute  of  Limitations,  d44;  Wnju  826. 

CONTRACTOR. 
See  Master  and  Servant. 

DECLARATIONS. 
See  Evidence. 

DEED. 
See  Boundary,  311,  609 ;  Marriage,  88,  116 

DEVISE. 
See  Wu.L. 

DISTRESS. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  777. 

DOWER. 
See  Marriage,  813. 

CONTRACTOR. 
See  Municipal  Corporation,  118. 

CONTRIBUTION. 
See  Negotiable  Instrument,  1,  525. 

CONTRIBUTORY  NEGLIGENCE. 
See  Negligence,  37,  622. 

CORPORATION. 
1.  Ckmtract  —  ultra  vires.]  A  contract  by  a  corporation  organiied  to  build  a 
public  bridg(%  with  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper,  to  give  him  stock  of 
the  company  in  consideration  of  his  publishing  aitides  favoring  the  en . 
terprise  and  showing  the  value  of  it  as  an  investment,  is  valid.  lAebke 
V.  Knapp  (79  Mo.  22),  212. 
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CORPORATION  —  Continue. 

2.  MaUoiouM  proaaoiitioii.]     An  action  for  malidons  pFoeeciition  may  li« 

against  a  corporation.  Jordan  v.  Alabama  Great  Southern  BaUroad  Com- 
pany (74  Ala.  85),  800. 

3.  Right  to  vote  by  proxy.]     Unless  the  right  is  conferred  by  charter  or  by- 

laws, members  of  a  corporation  may  not  vote  by  proxy.  OommonweaUh 
V.  BringhurU  (108  Penn.  St.  134),  119. 

4.  Title  to  stolen  stock  certificates.]    A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  certificates  of 

stock  standing  on  the  company's  books  in  the  name  of  the  former  owner, 
regularly  indorsed  by  him,  and  stolen  from  the  present  owner  without  his 
fault,  gets  no  title.   Ba/r9tow  v.  Savage  Mining  Company  (64  Cal.  888).  705. 

See  Officer,  107. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  Appeal  by  escaped  prisoner.]    The  appeal  of  an  escaped  prisoner  will  be 

dismissed.     Wa/rwiek  v.  State  (78  Ala.  486).  59. 

2.  Disorderly  house  —  requisites  of  indictment.]     In  an  indictment  for  keep 

ing  a  disorderly  house  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  the  character  of  the  per- 
sons frequenting  it.     8tate>  v.  Dame  (60  N.  H.  479),  881. 

3.  Bridence  —  testimony  of  co-defendant.]    Where  by  statute  an  indicted 

person  may  testify  on  his  own  behalf  on  the  trial  of  the  indictment,  one 
of  two  jointly  indicted  may  testify  against  his  co-defendant  on  his  sepa- 
rate trial,  although  the  indictment  against  himself  is  still  pending  and 
he  has  pleaded  not  guilty.    State  v.  Barrows  (76  Me.  401),  629. 

4.  Former  acquittal  —  adultery.]    On  a  prosecution  for  adultery  the  former 

acquittal  of  the  co-defendant  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar.  AUmzo  v.  State 
(15  Tex.  Ct.  App.  878).  207. 

5.  Ijibel  —  mitigation.]    On  a  criminal  prosecution  for  libel  the  defendant 

may  show  in  mitigation  that  the  libel  was  provoked  by  a  libel  upon  him 
by  the  prosecuting  witness.     Hartford  v.  State  (96  Ind.  461),  185. 

6.  Lost  indictment.]     When  an  indictment  is  lost  after  plea  the  trial  may  pro- 

ceed on  a  copy.     Schuttz  v.  State  (15  Tex.  Ct.  App.  258),  194. 

7.  .]  A  lost  indictment  may  be  supplied  by  a  copy,  upon  affidavits,  inde- 
pendent of  the  recollection  of  the  judge.  It  seems,  the  case  is  covered  by 
the  VjAe.     State  v.  Gardner  (13  Lea,  184),  660. 

8.  Murder  —  evidence  —  clothes  of  deceased.]    On  a  trial  for  murder  by 

shooting,  the  clothes  worn  by  the  deceased,  with  the  shot  holes  in  them, 
may  be  exhibited  to  the  jury  in  evidence.  HaH  v.  State  (16  Tex.  Ct.  App. 
202),  188. 

9. Jurisdiction  ~  United  States  fort.]      Where    a    mortal    wound    is 

unlawfully  inflicted  in  a  fort  of  the  United  States,  and  the  victim  dies 
out  of  the  fort,  the  State  courts  have  no  jurisdiction,  although  the  State 
statute  should  profess  to  give  jurisdiction.  State  v.  KeUy  (76  Me.  881).  690. 

lO.  Twice  in  Jeopardy  —  repeal  of  statute.]  The  prisoner  having  been  in- 
dicted for  murder,  the  statute  was  so  amended  as  to  render  it  illegal  to 
convict  him  of  murder,  and  without  any  saving  clause,  but  not  so  as  to 
aifect  the  crime  of  manslaughter.  He  was  then  tried  and  convicted  of 
murder.  Held,  that  he  might  be  subsequently  tried  under  the  same  in- 
dictment for  nianHlaughter.     Garvey's  Cane  (7  Colo.  384),  858. 
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CUSTOM. 
See  Cabbieb,  54. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  Bzemplary  — tort  pnoiahable  m  a  crime.]    In  a  civil  action  for  a  tort 

panishable  as  a  crime  exemplary  damages  may  not  be  awarded.  Murphy 
V.  Hobbe  (7  Colo.  541).  866. 

2.  Measure  —  breach  of  contract  to  convey  land.]    If  a  vendor  sells  laud 

with  warranty  of  title,  and  at  the  time  the  land  has  been  rented  by  his 
agent,  without  his  direction  or  knowledge,  and  the  vendee  is  thereby 
delayed  in  getting  possession,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  fair  rental 
value  for  the  lost  time,  and  prima  fade  the  rent  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the 
tenant  is  the  fair  rental  value.     Moreland  v.  Mett  (24  W.  Va.  119),  246. 

3.  Proximate  cause.]    The  defendant  left  a  train  of  cars  standing  entirely 

across  a  highway  crossing  near  its  station,  and  the  plaintiff,  desiring  to 
reach  the  station,  undertook  to  drive  with  a  horse  and  cart  at  a  point 
where  there  was  no  crossing  and  the  track  was  raised  above  the  g^und. 
and  he  was  thrown  off  by  the  jostling  of  the  cart  and  injured.  Held,  that 
the  injury  was  not  the  proximate  result  of  the  defendant's  conduct.  Jack- 
eon  V.  NaetmUe,  Chattanooga  and  8t.  Louie  RaHwaf/  (18  Lea.  491),  668. 

4. .]    Where  one  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  another,  and  the  injury 

renders  the  system  more  susceptible  to  disease  and  less  able  to  resist  it, 
and  death  results  from  such  disease,  tbe  death  is  legally  attributable  to 
such  negligence.  Terre  Haute  and  IndianapoUe  Bailroad  Company  v. 
Buck  (96  Ind.  846),  168. 

DECLARATIONS. 
See  Evidence,  615. 

DEED. 

1.  Aoknowledgment  —  curing  defoct.]    A  notary  public  having  made  and  de- 

livered a  defective  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  cannot  amend 
it  in  the  absence  of  the  grantor.  Enterpriee  TVaneit  Company  v.  Skeedy 
(108  Penn.  St.  492),  180. 

2.  Oonsideration — ilUoit  intercourse.]     A  deed  executed  and  delivered  in 

consideration  of  future  illicit  intercourse,  the  grantees  being  in  possession, 
vests  title.     HiU  v.  Freeman  (78  Ala.  200).  48. 
See  Boundary.  811,  609. 

DEVISE. 
SeeVfuA.. 

DISORDERLY  HOUSE. 
See  CBnciNATi  Law,  881. 

DISTRESS. 
8e9  Landlord  and  Tenant,  377. 

DIVORCE. 

See  BfARRf AGE. 
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DOWER. 
See  Mabriagb,  818. 

EASEMENT. 
PrMoxiptlon  —  ll(Mitag»  —  i^Junotion  —  partiMkJ  The  defendant,  claiming  a 
prescriptive  right  in  the  public,  proposed  to  float  logs  down  a  private  stream 
running  across  the  plaintiff's  land,  whenever  he  chose.  The  act  wonld  do 
some  injury  to  the  banks  and  other  lands  of  the  plaintiff.  In  thirty  years 
the  stream  had  been  so  used  by  not  more  than  twelve  persons,  and  by  not 
more  than  three  or  four  in  any  year,  and  for  not  more  than  from  three  to 
six  days  in  any  year.  Held  (1),  that  no  prescription  was  established;  (2), 
that  all  parties  asserting  the  right  might  be  joined  as  defendants;  (8),  that 
an  action  lay  to  restrain  the  defendants  and  settle  the  plaintiff's  rights. 
Meyer  v.  PhiU4ps  (97  N.  Y.  485),  588. 

EJECTMENT. 
See  Vendor  and  Pubchaber,  679. 

ELECTIONS. 
Voton  —  residence  —  stndent.]  Although  the  Constitution  provides  that  the 
residence  of  a  student  at  any  seminary  of  learning  shaU  not  entitle  him  to 
the  right  of  suffrage  in  the  town  where  such  seminary  is  situated,  yet  he 
may  gain  the  right  to  vote  there  if  he  intends  to  make  that  place  his  per- 
manent abode,  independent  of  his  sojourn  as  a  stndent.  Sanders  v.  Get- 
eheU(7QUe,lS8),eOQ. 

See  Waokr,  816. 

EMANCIPATION. 
See  Infancy,  567. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. 
Telegraph  poles  on  highway.]    The  legislature  may  authorize  the  erection  of 
a  telegraph  line  on  a  highway  without  compensation  to  the  owners  of  the 
fee.    Pierce  v.  Drew  (186  Mass.  75),  7. 

ESCAPE. 
See  Criminal  Law,  59. 

ESTOPPEL. 
See  Evidence,  508  ;  Marriage,  88. 

ESTRAYS. 

Right  of  finder  to  use.]  Estrays  may  not  be  used  by  the  finder  unless  it  is 
necessary  for  their  preservation,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner.  Weber 
V.  Hartman  (7  Colo.  18),  889. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Bstoppel  by  omission  to  answer  letter.]  A  letter  written  by  one  party  to 
a  transaction  to  the  other  party,  after  the  transaction,  giving  his  version 
of  it,  and  not  answered  by  the  other  party,  is  not  competent  in  evidence 
against  the  latter  as  an  admission.  Le/ma/rd  v.  TWotson  (V7  N.  Y.  1.), 
508. 
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EVIDENCE  —  CotUinusd. 

2.  Bzpert  —  time  to  bum  fidlow.J    The  proper  time  to  burn  a  fallow  is  not  a 

question  of  expert  evidence.     Ferguson  v.  HubbeU  (97  N.  Y.  507),  544. 

3.  weight  otj     In  an  ordinary  case  it  is  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that 

expert  medical  testiuiuuy  should  be  received  and  weighed  with  caution. 
AtdiUon,  Topeka  and  >nnta  Fe  Railroad  Company  v.  Thul  (82  Kans. 
255),  484. 

4.  Joint  assault  —  oonsplmoy.J    In  an  action  against  several  for  a  joint  assault, 

ovidence  of  prior  and  subsequent  misconduct  on  the  |>art  of  some  of  i\w 
defendants,  tending  to  show  a  conspiracy,  implicates  only  those  commit- 
ting such  acts.     IStraut  v.  Packard  (76  Me.  148),  (JOl. 

5.  Judicial  notice.]     Where  every  locality  of  two  hundred  inhabitants  may 

incorporate  itself  as  a  town,  the  courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of 
such  Incorporation.     Temple  v.  State  (15  Tex.  Ct.  App.  804),  200. 

6. .]  Courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the  rule  for  the  measurement 

of  com  in  the  shock,  nor  that  a  railroad  car  of  given  dimensions  cannot 
contain  three  hundred  bushels  thereof.  South  and  North  Alabama  Rail- 
road  Company  v.  Wood  (74  Ala.  449),  819. 

7.  Nuisance  —  fright  of  horses.]    In  an  action  for  a  personal  injury  by  the 

fright  of  a  horse  by  the  escape  of  steam  from  the  defendant's  mill,  situ- 
ated on  the  edge  of  a  highway,  evidence  that  other  safe  horses  had  been 
frightened  by  it  is  admissible.     Crocker  v.  McGregor  (76  Me.  282),  611. 

8.  Partnership  —  firm  books.]     To  prove    a  partnership   the    partnership- 

books  alone  are  not  competent  evidence,  but  in  connection  with  evidence 
tending  to  prove  the  partnership  and  access  to  and  knowledge  of  the 
books,  are  competent.     Bryce  v.  Joynt  (63  Cal.  375),  94. 

9.  Parol  —  to  explain  ambiguity.]    A  legacy  being  provided  for  "  the  Bible 

Society,"  parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show  what  society  was  meant, 
and  evidence  that  an  annual  contribution  was  taken  for  one  of  them  in 
the  testator's  church  is  competent.  TUton  v.  American  Bible  Society  (60 
N.  H.  377),  821. 

10.  Pedigree  —  declarations.]  To  prove  the  illegitimacy  of  a  claimant  of  an 
intestate  estate,  the  declarations  of  the  intestate's  deceased  sister,  in 
whose  family  the  claimant  was  bom  and  brought  up  and  intestate  lived, 
are  admissible,  when  made  ante  litem  motam.  Northrop  v.  Hale  (76  Me. 
306),  615. 

See  Criminal  Law,  188,  629:  Infancy,  567;  Mortgage,  487;  Nbgotiablk 
Instrument,  1;  Partnership,  522;  Trial,  724;  Witness, 

EXECUTION. 
Iievy  on  replevied  chattel.]     A  replevied  chattel  in  possession  of  the  sheriff 
is  not  liable  to  execution  against  the  same  defendant  in  another  actioiu 
FKr$t  National  Bank  of  Oswego  v.  Dunn  (97  N.  Y.  149),  517. 
See  lN.nTNCTiON,  731  :  Pt.kdge,  592. 
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EXECUTOR  AND  ADMINISTRATOR, 
liability  for  Idm  oi  money  by  failure  of  depoiitary.]    An  administrator  is 
not  liable  for  the  loss  of  estate  funds  deposited  by  him  in  a  bank  gener- 
ally reputed  and  supposed  by  him  to  be  solvent,  by  the  subsequent  failure 
of  the  bank.     Norwood  v.  HcvmeM  (98  Ind.  184),  789. 

EXPERT. 
See  Evidence,  484,  544. 

EXTRADITION. 
ConstructiTe  flight.]  A  person  arrested  as  a  fugitive  from  justice  on  a  warrant 
issued  by  the  governor  of  Alabama,  in  pursuance  of  a  requisition  by  the 
governor  of  Pennsylvania,  based  on  an  indictment  found  in  that  State,  for 
false  pretenses,  may  show,  on  habeas  corpus,  that  he  was  not  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania  at  the  time  the  offense  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed, 
and  has  never  been  there  since  :  that  the  goods  in  question  were  obtained 
by  purchase  from  an  agent  of  the  prosecutor  in  the  State  of  New  York* 
to  whom  the  false  representations,  if  any,  were  made ;  and  that  he  has 
never  fled  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  and  was  therefore  not  a  fugi- 
tive from  justice.     In  re  Mohr  (78  Ala.  508),  68. 

FERRY. 
Hesponjdbility  for  homes.]  A  ferryman  receiving  horses  in  charge  of  a  driver 
for  transportation  is  not  liable  for  an  accident  to  them,  in  the  absence  of 
negligence  on  his  part.     Terkes  v.  Sabin  (97  Ind.  141),  484. 
See  Negligence,  87. 

FIXTURES. 
Building  —  vendor  and  purchaser.]  A  purchaser  in  possession  of  land  under 
an  oral  contract  of  sale  built  a  frame  house  thereon.  The  vendor  after- 
ward repudiated  the  contract  and  took  possession  of  the  house.  Held, 
that  the  purchaser  could  maintain  replevin  for  it.  Waters  v.  Retiber  (16 
Neb.  99),  710. 

FRAUD. 
See  Agency,  25  ;  Sale,  804  ;   Statute  of  Libcitations,  576. 

GIFT. 
See  Will.  449. 

GUARDIAN. 
Ajd  litem — power  to  oontract  for  attorney  fees.]    A  guardian  ad  litem  can- 
not bind  those  whom  he  represents  by  a  contract  with  an  attorney,  fixing 
his  compensation  in  the  suit.     Cole  v.  Superior  Court  (63  Cal.  86),  78. 

GUARANTY. 
1.  Oontinuing.]    The  following  is  not  a  continuing  guaranty  :  "  Please  deliver 
to  H.  goods  as  he  may  want  from  time  to  time,  not  exceeding  in  amount 
$800,  and  if  not  paid  for  by  him  within  thirty  days  I  will  be   responsible 
for  the  same.     Cutler  v.  Rtrlhu  i\m  Mass.  387),  35. 
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GUARANTY  —  Continued, 
2.  Oontintiiiig  noHoe  of  aooeptanoe  and  de&iilt.]    Under  a  written  gn^anntj 
to  be  responsible  for  indebtedness  incurred  before  a  certain  day,  notice  of 
acceptance  and  default  is  unnecessary.     Bank  of  Newbuiy  v.  SinekUr  (60 
N.  H.  100),  807. 

8ef  Banks,  518. 

GUEST. 
See  Innkeeper,  684. 

HIGHWAY. 
See  Neolioenck,  188,  580. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Marriaoe. 

INDICTMENT. 
See  Criicinal  Law,  660. 

INFANCY. 

1.  Oovertnre  —  dlsaflbrmance  of  deed.]    A  female  infant  conveyed  her  land. 

and  afterward  married  in  infancy.  On  marriage  she  left  the  State.  She 
came  of  age  in  1858.  In  1876  she  and  her  husband  brought  ejectment  for 
the  land.  Meantime  she  had  been  absent  and  silent,  and  the  grantee  had 
made  improvements.  Held,  maintainable.  Birch  v.  Linton  (78  Va.  584  >, 
381. 

2.  Bmancipation —  evidence  of.]    The  minor  son  of  one  of  the  partners  in  a  * 

firm  was  apprenticed  to  the  firm,  and  remained  until  after  the  firm  mad«'  a 
general  assignment  for  creditors.  No  express  emancipation  of  the  plainti  ft 
was  shown,  but  a  separate  wages  account  was  kept  by  the  firm  in  the  son's 
name;  the  wages  were  not  credited  to  or  claimed  by  the  father;  the 
minor  drew  a  small  sum  on  account  of  his  wages;  and  he  received  from 
the  assignee  his  wages  earned  after  the  assignment.  Held,  in  an  action 
by  the  son  after  majority,  that  the  question  of  emancipation  was  for  the 
jury.     Beaver  v.  Bare  (104  Penn.  St.  58),  567. 

See  Parent  and  Child,  802. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  Against  lev3ring  on  land.]    The  owner  of  lands  may  have  an  injunction 

prohibiting  the  sheriff  from  levying  thereon  an  execution  issued  in  an 
action  to  which  he  was  not  a  party.     Bishop  v.  Moorman  {98  Ind.  1),  7H1. 

2.  Against  tax  sale.]    The  sale  of  personal  property  for  unpaid  taxes  will  not 

I>e  restrained  unless  it  is  of  peculiar  value  to  the  owner,  and  it  is  manifest 
that  great  injury  would  result  from  the  sale.     White  v.  Stender  (84  W.  Va. 
615),  283. 
See  roNSTiTTTTiONAL  Law,  27;  Easement,  588;  Nuisance,  731, 786;  Tkhajict 

IN  Common,  686. 
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INNKEEPER. 
Ritfoial  to  reoeive  guest]    An  innkeeper  is  not  justified  in  refusing  to  receive 
a  member  of  a  militia  company  as  a  guest,  merely  because  other  militia- 
men, received  as  guests  on  the  same  occasion,  had  misconducted  in  the 
inn.     Atvfoter  v.  Sawyer  (76  Me.  588),  684. 

INSANITY. 
Airast  without  process.]    An  insane  person  may  be  arrested  and  detained 
without  legal  process,  only  when  it  is  reasonably  necessary.     Kdeher  v. 
Pt/^kM»(60N.  H.  80),  804. 

INSURANCE. 

1.  Forfeiture  —  paid-up  poUoy.]    Where  a  policy  of  life  insurance  provided 

that  the  company,  if  requested,  should  *' after  the  payment  of  premiums 
for  two  full  years,  issue  a  paid-up  policy,"  but  was  conditioned  to  be  void  for 
non-payment  of  premiums  when  due,  heldt  that  such  request  would  not  be 
effectual  if  not  made  until  after  a  default  in  payment  of  premiums.  Srnith 
V.  NaHonal  Life  Insurance  Gompany  (103  Penn.  St.  177),  121. 

2.  Interest  —  assignment.]    A.  insured  his  life  for  the  benefit  of  6  .  w)io  had 

no  insurable  interest.  B.  assigned  the  policy  during  A.'s  life  to  C,  who 
had  no  insurable  interest.  C.  paid  assessments,  and  on  A.'s  death  collected 
the  insurance.  HeUd^  that  A.*s  administrator  could  recover  the  same  from 
C,  less  the  assessments.     Gilbert  v.  Moose  (104  Penn.  St.  74),  570. 

3.  Sale  of  property  between  partners  —  increase  of  risk.]    The  sale  by  ouc 

partner  of  his  share  of  the  partnership  property  to  another  partner  and 
the  taking  a  mortgage  back  are  not  a  breach  of  a  condition  in  an  insurance^ 
policy  against  a  sale  of  the  property,  nor  necessarily  an  increase  of  the 
risk.  Powers  v.  Chiardian  Fire  and  Life  Insurance  Company  (186  Mass. 
108),  20. 

4.  Severability.]      Under  a  fire  insurance  policy  conditioned  against  alien- 

ation without  notice,  such  alienation  of  one  of  several  parcels  avoids  the 
policy,  unless  it  can  be  said  as  matter  of  law  that  the  remaining  risk  is 
not  increased.  Baldwin  v.  Hartford  Insurance,  Gompany  (60  N.  H.  422), 
824. 

6.  **  Violation  of  law  "  —  assault.]  A  life  insurance  policy  was  conditioned 
to  be  void  if  the  insured  should  die  ''  in  the  known  violation  of  law." 
He  assaulted  a  married  woman,  without  cause  or  justification,  and  hei. 
husband,  while  defending  her,  killed  him.  Heldy  that  the  policy  was 
avoided.    Bloom  v.  Franklin  Life  Insurance  Gompany  (97  Ind.  478),  469. 

JEOPARDY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  868. 

JUDGE. 
XAel  on.]    See  Contbmft,  257. 
Vol.  XLIX  — 106 
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JUDGMENT. 
Domestlo  —  aotloii  on.]    An  action  may  be  maintained  on  a  Talld  domestie 
judgment  before  the  time  to  issae  execution  has  expired.    Hwmw^er  t. 
Lamphear  (82  Kans.  499),  491. 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE. 
See  Bytdkncb,  200,  819;  Marriaob.  818. 

JURISDICTION. 
See  Criminal  Law,  620. 

JUSTICE  OF  PEACE. 
See  Constitutional  Law,  556. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Diatraas  —  taking  note  for  rent.]     A  landlord,  taking  the  negotiable  note  of 

his  tenant  for  rent,  may  not  distrain  or  sue  for  the  rent  until  the  maturity 
and  non-payment  of  the  note.   Hornbrooke  v.  Lucae  (24  W.  Va.  493),  2T7. 

2.  Tenant  erecting  building  —  election  to  renew  or  purchase.]     A  lease  pro- 

vided that  the  lessee  might  erect  a  building,  and  tliat  at  the  end  of  the 
term  the  lessor  might  elect  to  renew  the  lease,  or  to  buy  the  building  or 
sell  the  lot.  at  a  price  to  be  ascertained  by  arbitrators.  The  lessee  built, 
hut  the  lessor  failed  to  elect.  The  lessee  then  elected  to  purchase  the  lot. 
but  the  lessor  refused  to  join  in  an  arbitration  to  fix  the  price.  Held,  that 
the  lessee  was  entitled  to  equitable  relief.     CoUs  v.  Peek  (96  Ind,  888),  161 . 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 
See  Landix>rd  and  Tenant,  161. 

LETTER. 
*S^^  Evidence,  508. 

LIBEL. 

1.  By  religioua  aooiety.]    In  the  absence  of  proof  of  malice,  the  members  of  a 

session  of  a  Presbyterian  church  are  not  liable  to  an  action  of  libel  for 
excommunication  from  membership  in  the  church  for  alleged  falsehood. 
handie  v.  OampheU  (79  Mo.  438),  239. 

2.  Newspaper  —  employee.]    The  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  is  liable  for  a 

libel   published  therein   without  his  knowledge  by  the  editor  in  charge. 
Bruc^  V.  Reed  (104  Penn.  St.  408).  586. 
On  judge.]    i^e  Contempt,  257. 

.S^^  Criminai.  Iaw,  1«5  ;  Marriaob.  489. 

LICENSE. 
To  remove  building.]    The  oral  sale  of  a  frame  building  with  the   right  of 
removal  authorizes  the  purchasc^r  to  enter  on  the  land  to  remoye  it,  and 
such  license  is  irrevorable.     Ilttjent  v.  Cox  (96  Ind.  157),  158. 
Sre  (V)\Tn\<T.  531. 
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MAI.U'lorS  PUOSECITTION. 
X>06s  not  He  without  atrest  of  penon  or  detention  of  property.]    Muidoon 
T.  i2Miy  (108  Penn.  St.  110),  117. 

See  Corporation.  800. 

MANURE. 
See  Rkal  Property,  388. 

MARHIAOE. 
L  Acknowledgment  —  void  divorce.]  A  woman  living  under  her  maiden 
name,  apart  from  her  hustMind,  under  a  void  decree  of  divorce,  and  acting 
aud  representing  herself  as  a  single  woman,  binds  herself  bj  her  acknowl-^ 
edgment  of  a  deed  as  a  single  woman.  Reis  v.  Lawrence  (68  Cal.  129), 
83. 

2.  Oonveyance  by  husband  to  wile.]     A  voluntary  deed  of  land  direct  frooj 

husbflmd  to  wife,  made  in  good  faith,  the  husband  not  being  in  debt,  will 
he  sustained  as  against  a  subsequent  creditor  of  the  husband,  although  it 
was  all  the  land  he  owned  and  a  large  proportion  of  all  his  property. 
Tfwmpson  v.  Allen  (108  Penn.  St.  44),  116. 

3.  Dower — value  of  inchoate,  how  ascertained — Judicial  notice.]     The 

value  of  a  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower  must  be  ascertained  by  the 
"  American  Table  of  Mortality,"  and  judicial  notice  will  be  taken  of  it. 
Gordmi  v.  Tweedj/  (74  Ala.  282),  818. 

4.  liiabUity  of  husband  for  wife's  tort.]    A  husband  is  not  liable  for  slander- 

ous words  spoken  by  his  wife  without  his  participation.  Norris  v.  GorkiU 
(32  Kans.  409).  489. 

5.  Wife's  ante-nuptial  wilL]    A  woman's  ante- nuptial  will  is  not  revoked  by 
her  marriage.     FeUauni  v.  Allen  (60  N.  H.  439).  328. 

Restraint  ol]     See  Wtll.  478. 

Se.e  CoNsTiTiTioNAL  Law,  652;  Infancy,  381. 

M.XSTKK  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  Authority  of  conductor  to  employ  surgeon  for  injured  brakeman.]  Where 
a  railway  brakt»main  is  injured  iu  tht^  discharge  of  his  duty  at  a  point  dis 
tant  from  the  chief  offices  of  the  company,  and  stauds  in  need  of  imme- 
diate surgical  attendance,  the  conductor  may  bind  the  company  by  the 
employment  of  a  surgeon,  if  there  is  no  superior  agent  of  the  company 
present.  Terre  Ilaitte  and  Indianapolis  Railroad  Company  v.  Me  Murray 
(98  Ind.  358),  752. 

a.  of  railway  road-master  to  contract  for  care  of  injured  person.] 

.\  railway  road-master.having  charge  of  the  repairs  of  the  roadway,  has  no 
implied  authority  to  contract  for  the  nursing  of  a  person  injured  on  the  line 
of  the  road,  there  tMiing  no  emergt^ncy  calling  for  immediate  action,  and 
there  being  a  superior  agent  within  reach;  but  the  corporation  will  be 
bound  by  the  ratification  of  such  contract  by  the  general  manager.  Louis- 
vSUe,  BhansviUe  and  St.  Louis  Railway  Company  v.  McVay  (98  Ind.  891), 
770. 
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MASTER  AND  SERVANT  —  Omttniiad. 

3.  Ckmtraotor.]    The  owner  of  land  is  not  liable  for  injury  by  oommiinicat&oa 

of  a  fire  negligently  set  on  his  land  by  one  contracting  to  clear  tbe  land. 
Fergusan  v.  HubbeU  (97  N.  Y.  607),  544. 

4.  CkHrarvants  —  oondoctor,  aaotion  foreman  and  trainman.]    Tbe  conductor 

of  a  railway  material  train  is  not  a  fellow-servant  of  tbe  trainmen ;  nor  is 
a  section  foreman.  MoojCs  Admini9tr<Uor  v.  Richmond  and  Alleghany 
Railroad  Company  (78  Va.  745),  401. 

5.  conductor  and  laborer.]     The  conductor  of  a  railway  constructiou 

train  and  a  gang  of  day  laborers  employed  in  such  construction  and  under 
his  orders  are  not  fellow-servants.  Chicago,  Si.  Paul,  MinneapoUa  and 
Onuiha  Railway  Company  v.  Swanton  (16  Neb.  254),  718. 

6.  Servants  ejecting  trespasser  from  locomotive  engine.]  Where  a  trespasser 

upon  a  railway  locomotive  engine  was  thrown  off  by  the  servants  of  tbe 
railway  company,  while  the  engine  was  moving  at  a  dangerous  speed,  and 
run  over  and  injured,  the  company  is  liable  therefor.    Carter  v.  LauifnUe' 
New  Albany  and  Chicago  Railtoay  Company  (98  Ind.  552),  780. 
1^  LiBBL,  586  ;  Municipal  Corporation,  118, 

MEASURE  OF  DAMAGES, 
See  Damaobs,  246. 

MINES. 
See  Tenancy  in  Common,  686w 

MISTAKE. 
See  MoRTOAOB,  487. 

MORTGAGE. 
Bzception  —  mi«fmirA  —  evidence.]  A  mortgage  was  executed  upon  land, 
excepting  "  twenty  acres  from  the  north-east  comer  of  said  above  described 
tract  of  land,  formerly  deeded  to  Wm.  Davis  and  Emeline  M.  Davis.** 
In  an  action  to  recover  the  said  twenty  acres,  ?uld,  that  parol  evidence  was 
admissible  to  show  that  the  twenty  acres  intended  to  be  excepted  was  not 
in  the  north-east  comer,  but  off  the  south  end.  Lanman  v.  Orooker  (97 
Ind.  163),  487. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 
Nuisance  —  ditch  in  street  —  contractor.]  A  ditch  dug  in  a  street  of  a 
b»)n)ii^h,  to  lay  a  water-pipe  from  a  spring  to  a  dwelling-bouse,  by  au- 
thority of  a  municipal  license,  is  not  necessarily  a  public  nuisance,  ren- 
dering the  licensee  liable  for  the  negligence  of  an  independent  contractor 
in  performing  the  worlc.  Smith  v.  Simmons  (108  Penn.  St.  82),  118. 
See  Constitutional  Law,  416. 

MURDER 

Sef  Criminal  Law.  188.  620. 
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NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  Bridge  ovmr  ezcavated  sidewalk.  ]    When  one  duly  licensed  by  the  city 

authorities  has  removed  a  portion  of  a  sidewalk  to  excavate  for  a  vault, 
and  has  built  a  bridge  over  the  excavation,  necessarily  higher  than  the 
street,  he  is  not  bound  to  make  the  bridge  as  safe  for  traveller  as  the 
sidewalk  wa.s,  but  only  reasonably  safe.  Nolan  v.'Kitig  (97  N.  Y.  565), 
561. 

2.  Oontributory  —  boarding  railway  train.]    It  is  not  necessarily  negligent 

for  a  passenger  to  board  a  railway  train  at  a  place  other  than  the  station 
platform.     Stoner  v.  Petifufylvaniu  Company  (98  Ind.  «S84),  764. 

3. obBtniction  to   highway.]    The  defendant's  cars  had  run  off   the 

track  at  a  highway  crossing.  The  plaintiff  undertaking  to  drive  a 
horse  over  the  crossing,  the  horse  showed  fright  at  the  upturned  cars, 
but  the  plaintiff  persisted,  the  horse  ran  and  the  plaintiff  was  injured. 
There  was  another  road  near  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  taken.  Held, 
that  he  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  PittiburgJi  SouU^em  BaU- 
teay  Company  v.  Taylor  (104  Penn.  St.  306).  580. 

4.  presmnption.]  One  in  the  full  possession  of  his  faculties,  who  under- 
takes to  cross  a  railroad  track  when  a  train  of  cars  is  about  passing,  and 
is  struck  by  it,  is  prima  fade  guilty  of  negligence.  State  v.  Maine 
Certtral  Raiiroad  Company  (76  Me.  357),  622. 

5.  riding    on   top  of  oar  —  low  bridge.]    A    railway    brakeman   was 

killed  by  collision  with  a  low  bridge  while  standing  on  top  of  a 
freight  car  in  the  night.  He  had  been  warned  of  the  bridges,  and  had 
.several  times  passed  this  bridge  by  daylight.  Held,  that  there  could  be 
no  recovery.  Clark's  Administrator  v.  Richmond  and  Danville  Railroad 
Company  (78  Va.  790),  394. 

6.  standing  on  bow  of  ferry-boat.]      It  is  not  necessarily  negligent  for 

a  passenger  on  a  ferry-boat  to  stand  near  the  bow  while  the  boat  is  land- 
ing.    Peverly  v.  City  of  Boston  (136  Mass.  366),  37. 

7.  alighting  from  oar.]    Where  a  railroad  train  overshoots  a  station  and 

is  stopped  at  a  dangerous  place  in  a  dark  night,  it  is  not  necessarily  neg- 
ligent for  a  passenger  to  alight.  Terre  Ha/uie  and  Indianapolis  Railroad 
Company  (96  Ind.  346).  168. 

8.  Impntable  —  parent  and  ohild.]    In  an  action  by  an  infant  for  an  injury  by 

negligence,  the  parent's  contributory  negligence  is  not  imputable  to  the 
child.     Huff  V.  Ames  (16  Neb.  139),  716. 

9.  Joint  enterprise.]     Defendant  furnished  team,  wagon,  etc.,  for  carrying 

passengers,  and  McCann  gathered  the  passengers  and  collected  the  fares, 
and  the  two  divided  the  receipts  in  an  agreed  proportion.  Plaintiff,  while 
walking  in  a  street,  was  run  over  by  the  team  and  wagon,  negligently 
driven  by  McCann,  defendant  not  being  present.  Held,  that  this 
action  of  damages  would  lie.     Stroher  v.  EUon  (97  N.  Y.  102),  515. 

10.  Pit  near  highway  —  animals  running  at  large.]  In  a  county  where  stock 
lawfully  ran  at  large,  the  defendant  dug  a  well  on  his  uninclosed  land, 
near  the  highway,  and  left  it  uncovered  and  unfenced,  and  the  plaintiff's 
horse  running  at  large  tell  into  it  and  was  killed.  Held,  that  defendant 
was  liable.     Haugfiey  v.  Hart  (63  Iowa,  96),  138. 
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NEGLIGENCE  —  CarUinued, 

11.  Railroad  —  throwing  mail^bagi.]  One  waiting  on  the  platfonn,  at  a  nil- 
road  station,  and  injured  by  a  mail-bag  thrown  from  a  train  passing  at 
high  speed,  such  throwing  being  customary  and  well  known  to  the  com- 
pany, may  recover  of  the  company  therefor.  Snow  v.  FUehbwrg  Baihvad 
Company,  (186  Mass.  552),  40. 

See  Damaobs,  168 ;  Fbrrt,  484  ;  Master  and  BBBVAirr,  718 ;  Railroad,  540. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENT. 

1.  Oheok — action  by  payee  against  drawee.]    Od  an  ordinary  bank  check 

for  part  of  the  drawer's  deposit  no  action  can  be  nudntained  by  the  payee 
against  the  drawee  or  its  assignee  before  acceptance.  DieHnaon  y.  Coate* 
(79  Mo.  251),  228. 

2.  Zhridenoe  of  relations  of  parties  —  oontxibotion.]    In  an  action  for  contri- 

bution upon  a  promissory  note  purporting  to  be  made  by  A.  as  principal, 
and  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  sureties,  evidence  is  competent  to  sh<5w 
that  the  signers  were  joint  makers  by  agreement.  Manefleld  v.  Edward* 
(186  Mass.  15),  1. 

3.  Right  of  aooommodation  maker  to  contribution.]    One  of  the  several  ac- 

commodation makers  of  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  paid  it,  and 
afterward  transferred  it  for  value  to  a  third  person.  HM,  that  the  trans- 
feree could  maintain  an  action  for  contribution  against  the  other  makers, 
although  he  paid  the  full  face,  the  transferor  paid  the  full  interest  for 
several  years,  and  the  transferee  proved  the  note  for  the  full  amount 
against  the  transferor  in  bankruptcy,  and  received  and  credited  a  divi- 
dend.    DiUenheek  v.  Di/gert  (97  N.  Y.  308),  525. 

4.  Transfer  —  equities.]    An  indorser  of  an  accommodation  note  before  matur- 

ity having  transferred  the  note  after  maturity,  and  himself  not  being  af- 
fected   by    equities  between  the  original  parties,   his  transferee  takes 
the  note  free  from  such  equities.  Bank  of  Sonoma  County  v.  €hf9e  (68  Ckl. 
355),  92. 
Notes,  gift  o£.]    See  Will,  449. 

NOTES. 
Boundary  —  on  river  shore,  812. 
Deed  —  consideration  — illicit  intercourse,  49. 
JQvidence  —  practical  tests  ^  exhibition  of  clothing,  eto.,  19t,  TMu 

expert  —  matter  of  common  knowledge,  554. 

judicial  notice,  201. 

negligence  —  presumption  of,  628. 

nuisance  —  fright  of  horses,  618. 

Ii^unction  —  against  tax  sale  of  chattels,  287. 

Insurance  —  condition  against  sale  —  sale  by  one  partner  to  aaotber  witli 

luort^afre  back,  22. 
Marriage  —  acknowledgment  of  deed  —  void  divorce,  87. 
wifr's  ann'iiuptial  will  —  revocation  by  marriage,  829. 
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NOTES  —  Continued. 
Ifastor  and  mrvant —  fellow  servants  —  condactor  and  trahmMn,  #M. 
Negligence —  contributorj  —  standing  on  bow  of  feny-boaty  89. 

railroad  —  throwing  mail-bags,  41. 

Partnership  —  what  constitutes,  255. 

. assignment  by  surviving  partner,  351. 

Pledge  — creditor's  duty  as  to.  collaterals,  595. 

Statute  of  limitations  —  promise  to  pay  "  when  able,"  847. 

Tel^praph  —  eminent  domain  —  compensation  to  owners,  14. 

Trial  —  physical  examination  of  plaintiff.  726. 

Will  —  separate  paper  as  part  of,  454. 

NUISANCE. 

1.  Ii^junction  —  keeping  of  Jacks  and  stallions.]    The  keeping  of  jacks  and 

stallions  and  standing  them  for  mares  near  and  in  plain  view  of  an  inhab- 
ited dwelling-house  may  be  prohibited  by  injunction.  FarreU  v.  Cook 
(16  Neb.  483),  721. 

2.  Slaughter-house.]     The  operation  of  a  slaughter-house  in  a  populous  local- 

ity is  pnmafade  a  nuisance,  and  may  be  restrained  at  the  suit  of  neigh, 
boring  residents  injured  thereby.     Beiehert  v.  Geers  (98  Ind.  73),  736. 

See   Constitutional    Law,  27 ;    Evidence,  611 ;    Municipal   Corpora- 
tion, 113. 

OFFICE  AND  OFFICER. 

Of  corporation  —  liability  for  money  stolen.]  The  secretary  of  a  corpora- 
tion, bound  to  receive  its  moneys  and  pay  them  over  to  the  treasurer,  is 
liable  for  such  moneys  stolen  from  him  if  he  failed  to  use  reasonable  dili- 
gence in  paying  them  over.  Odd  FeUowtC  Mutual  Aid  Association  of  San 
Francisco  v.  James  (63  Cal.  598),  107. 

See  Statute,  700. 

PARDON. 

1.  OonditionaL]     Where  a  pardon  is  granted  on   condition  that  the  prisoner 

leave  the  State  and  never  return,  and  upon  his  promise  to  comply,  he  may 
be  re-arrested  if  he  has  had  ample  opportunity  to  leave  the  State  and  has 
not  done  so.     Ex  parte  Marks  {^  Cal.  29),  684. 

2.  Delivery  and  acceptance.]    A  pardon  delivered  to  a  warden  of  the  peniten 

tiary,  directing  him  to  restore  the  convict  to  liberty,  is  effectual  and  irre- 
vocable, although  at  the  time  of  delivery  the  convict  was  not  in  the  peni 
tentiary,  but  in  jail,  subject  to  the  warden's  orders,  and  awaiting  removal. 
Ex  parte  Pmrell  (73  Ala.  517).  71 . 

3.  BflFect  as  to  second  offense.]    When  an  additional  punishment  is  prescribed 

for  a  second  offense,  pardon  of  the  first  offense  takes  away  the  right  to 
inflic  t  it.     Ed^PordR  v.  Vommonftenlth  (78  Va.  89),  377. 
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PARENT  AND  CHILD. 
In  looo  parmtis  —  action  for  loss  of  service  and  expenses.]    Where  an  in- 
fant  dies  hj  the  negligence  of  another,  one  standing  in  loco  pc^entis  maj 
recover  from  him  for  medical  expenses  and  for  actual  loss  of  service  up  to 
the  time  of  the  death.     WhUak^  v.  Warr«n  (00  N.  H.  30).  302. 
See  Infancy,  567  ;  Nboligence,  716. 

PARTITION. 
Of  remainder.]    Partition  cannot  he  had  of  an  estate  in  remainder.     Wood  y. 
9ugg  (91  N.  C.  98).  689. 

PARTIES. 
See  Easbment.  588. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  Interest  in  profits  for  services.]    An  agreement  that  an  employee  shall 

have  a  specified  share  of  the  profits  of  the  business  for  his  services  does 
not  constitute  a  partnership.     Sodiker  v.  Applegate  (24   W.  Va.  411),  252. 

2.  Paying  individual  debt  with  firm  property.]    One  partner,  individually 

indebted  to  a  person  owing  the  firm,  may  not  apply  the  debt  due  the  firm 
to  the  payment  of  his  own  debt,  without  consent  or  ratification  by  his  co- 
partners, and  the  debtor  to  the  firm  is  still  liable  therefor.  Thoma*  v. 
fiteU^m  (62  Iowa,  587).  148. 

3.  Retiring  partner  —  evidence  —  admission  of  remaining  membera.]    In  an 

action  against  a  retired  partner  for  a  debt  contracted  by  the  remaining 
members,  in  the  same  firm  name,  on  the  ground  of  the  want  of  notice  or 
knowledge  of  the  dissolution,  the  account  as  entered  on  the  ledger  of  the 
new  firm  is  not  evidence  against  the  defendant.  Pringle  v.  Leverich  (97 
X.  Y.  181),  522. 

4.  "  Shares  "  in  a  business.]     Unincorporated  persons  taking  certain  numbers 

of  *•  shares,"  **  for  the  purpose  of  starting  a  grocery  store,'*  are  partners 
between  themselves,  although  they  called  themselves  "  stockholders  '*  and 
tlieir  opinion  was  that  there  was  no  liability  for  losses  beyond  the  amount 
paid  for  the  shares.     Fartivm  v.  Patch  (60  N.  H.  294),  813. 

5.  Statute  ->  "  &  Co.**  representing  no  actual  partners.]   A  bond  was  executed 

to  **  John  Gay  and  Charles  Gay,  Jr.,  doing  business  as  Gay  Brothers  & 
Co."  They  were,  as  the  obligors  knew,  the  only  partners.  Held,  not 
within  the  statute  prohibiting  the  transaction  of  business  in  the  name 
of  a  partner  not  interested,  and  requiring  the  designation  "&  Co.**  to 
represent  an  actual  partner,  under  penalty  as  a  misdemeanor  for  non- 
observance.     Ga}/  V.  Seibold  (97  N.  Y.  472),  583. 

6.  Surviving  partner  —  assignment  for  creditors.]    The  surviving  partner  of 

an  insolvent  finu  may  make  a  general  assignment  for  creditors  without 
preferencas.     Snlubfft^  v.  mUson  (7  Colo.  167),  347. 

7.  Use  of  firm  name  by  purchaser  —  liability  of  former  mambar.]     Where 

one  wlio  has  rnrried  on  business  alone,  under  a  firm  name,  sells  the  bnai* 
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PARTNERSHIP  ~  ConHnued. 
aess  to  his  son,  who  oontinues  the  bosiness  under  the  same  name,  the  f  Mma? 
is  liable  for  goods  purchased  by  the  latter  from  an  actual  dealer  with  the 
former,  who  has  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  transfer.    SU&non  Tt 
XMtff(97Ind.886),458. 

See  EymsNCB,  94;  Ivsubakgb,  90;  NBeuenrcB,  Wk 

PEDIGREE, 
See  Eyidsncb,  61(!k 

PENALTY. 
See  Stattttb,  655. 

PLEDGE. 
€lf«ditor*s  duty  em  to  ooUaterals.]  The  plaintiff  assigned  to  the  defendant 
two  promiBSory  notes  as  collateral  security.  The  defendant  got  Judgment 
on  the  notes,  and  sold  the  maker's  real  estate  of  the  Judgment  on  execu- 
tion, without  the  knowledge  of  or  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  for  about  one- 
twentieth  of  its  value;  the  defendant's  minor  daughter  bidding  it  in  at 
his  suggestion,  there  being  no  other  bidders  present.  The  defendant 
afterward  got  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance.  In  a  suit  to 
restrain  the  collection  of  that  judgment,  AM,  that  the  defendant  must  be 
restrained  and  aooount  for  the  loss.    McQueen'e  Appeal  (104  Penn.  St  50Q^ 

PRESCRIPTION. 

See  Easbmbnt,  588. 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Nbgliobncb,  622. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  Agency. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
Bee  Nbgotiablb  Ikstrumbht. 

PROXIMATE  CAUSE. 
See  Damages,  168,  668. 

PUBUC  POLICY. 
See  CoNTBACT,  181,  746. 

RAILROAD. 
t«  SU«otlonibriio»-p«ym«itof£ure.]  The  plaintiff  took  passage  on  the  defend- 
ant's  railway  for  a  station  four  miles  distant.  He  depended  on  a  friend 
^irtng  paasage  at  the  same  time  to  pay  his  fare,  but  that  person  got 
into  anoth^r  car.  When  the  conductor  demanded  his  ticket  he  told  him 
he  had  neither  ticket  nor  money,  but  would  go  into  the  other  car  and 
get  the  money  from  his  friend.  The  train  was  midway  between  the 
auctions.  The  conductor  refused  to  delay,  and  put  him  off.  EM,  that 
he  could  recover  damages.  Clark  ▼.  WUmngtan  and  Weldon  Baiiroad 
Vcmpanp  (91  N.  C.  506),  647. 
Vol.  XLIX  — 107 
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RAILROAD — 0<mHnued. 
i.  KegUgmoe  —  throwing  nudl-bagi.]  The  plaintiff,  waiting  on  the  platform 
of  defendant's  station  for  a  train,  was  stmck  by  a  mail-bag  thrown  from  the 
postal  car  in  the  approaching  train  by  a  clerk  in  the  employ  of  the  United 
States.  It  appeared  that  it  had  long  been  the  well-known  custom  to 
throw  off  the  bags  when  passengers  were  on  the  platform,  and  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  defendant  took  anj  precautions  to  prevent  injury.  Held, 
that  a  recovery  was  justifiable.  Carpenter  v.  Boeton  and  Albany  BaUroad 
Company  (97  N.  Y.  494),  940. 

Bu  CONBTITUTIONAL  Law,  290 ;  Mastbr  Ai^D  Bervakt,  884, 401,762, 764, 770  r 
Nboligencb,  40,  168,  894. 

REAL  PROPERTY. 
llaiiiiM^  •mhuk  BOl.]    Bianure  not  made  in  the  course  of  husbandry,  but  made 
in  the  business  of  raising  hogs,  not  fed  upon  the  products  of  the  land, 
and  the  manure  being  mixed  with  loam  drawn  from  other  lands,  is  no 
purt  of  th«  realty.    Bn^r.  Perkins  {90^.  U.  4S»),dSS, 

REOOGNIZANGE 
See  CONTBifPT,  605. 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETY. 
1.  Bishop  remoylng  priest]    No  action  lies  by  a  Catholic  priest  against  his 
bishop  for  removing  him  from  his  office.    0^ Donovan  v.  Chatard  (97  Ind. 
421),  462. 

fl.  Bzpulilon  from  ohuroh.]  A  religious  society  cannot  be  compelled  to  re- 
instate a  member  expelled  from    the  church,  where  the  expulsion  was 
not  by  an  act  of  the  corporation  and  did  not  affect  any  interest  in  property* 
8ale  V.  FirH  Regular  Baptist  Church  of  Mason  City  (62  Iowa,  26),  186. 
See  Libel,  289. 

REMAINDER. 
See  Partition,  689. 

REPLEVIN. 
See  ExBOUTiON,  617 ;  Fiictubbs,  710l 

RESTRAINT  OF  MARRIAGE. 
/Sm  Will,  47a 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 
SeeCovTRACT,  4Sn, 

SALE. 
1.  Wtfnmty — pslleBt  dsiisots.]    On  the  sale  of  a  psitent  right  to  a  olma^ 
manufactured  by  the  seller,  he  exhibited  a  sample  of  it,  stating  that  H 
would  produce  butter  in  from  three  to  five  minutes ;  could  be  operated  by 
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SALE  — Om^jfUMd. 
sohild  fiire  or  dz  yean  old  ;  tliat  it  wms  made  of  Juniper  wood,  and  thai 
Ike  dasber  was  nioke}-pUted;  whereas  in  fact  it  would  not  pioduce  butter 
in  leas  than  ten  minutes,  was  too  heavy  for  children  to  wortc  it;  was  made 
of  white  .pine  and  painted,  and  the  dasher  was  of  polished  iron.  HMf  a 
▼alid  warranty,  and  that  the  court  could  not  pronounce  the  discrepan- 
cies so  plain  and  ohTious  as  to  avoid  it.  Tabor  v.  Peters  (74  Ala.  90),  b04. 
^  Whea  tttto  fumm.]  A  stock  of  goods,  old  and  new,  was  sold,  the  new  at 
invoice  prices,  the  old  at  prices  to  be  agreed  on  at  a  fixed  time,  the  pur- 
chaser giving  his  notes  for  the  estimated  price  of  the  whole,  to  be  in- 
creased or  diminished  according  to  the  eventual  agreement  as  to  the  old 
goods.  The  goods  were  delivered.  Before  any  agreement  as  to  the  price 
of  the  old  goods  a  creditor  of  the  seller  attached  the  goods.  Meld,  that 
title  had  passed  and  the  creditor  got  no  lien.  8healif  v.  Mwardi  (78  Ala. 
176),  48. 

SIDEWALK. 

See  Nbglioencb,  561. 

SLAUGHTER-HOUSE. 
See  Nuisance,  786. 

STAKEHOLDER. 
See  Wager,  816. 

STATUTE. 

1.  AfldbigoHy.]    A  statute  prohibited  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  within 

three  miles  of  Mount  Zion  church  in  (iaston  county.  There  were  two 
churches  of  that  name  in  that  county.  Heldy  inoperative.  St€fU  v.  Part- 
low  (91  N.  C.  550),  652. 

2.  Oonstmction  —  bribery.]    A  police  officer,  taking  money  in  consideration 

of  his  promise  not  to  arrest  a  certain  class  of  offenders,  is  guilty  of  re- 
ceiving a  bribe  under  a  statute  denouncing  the  receiving  of  a  bribe  by  any 
executive  officer  in  a  matter  which  "  may  be  brought  before  him  in  his  of- 
ficial capacity."    People  v.  Markham  (64  Cal.  157),700. 

'decrepit.'']  In  a  statute  concerning  assault  and  battery  upon  "  de- 
crepit persons,"  those  words  mean  those  who  are  disabled,  incapable  or 
incompetent,  from  either  physical  or  mental  weakness  or  defects, 
whether  produced  by  age  or  other  causes,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  render 
them  comparatively  helpless  in  personal  conflicts  with  persons  of  ordinary 
health  and  strength.  ffaU  v.  State  (16  Tex  CH.  App.  6),  894. 
** movable  property."]  A  growing  and  unripe  crop  is  not  "mov- 
able" or  "personal  property."  Hardeman  v.  State  (16  Tex.  Ct.  App.  1),. 
821. 

panalty.]  A  statute  provides  a  penalty  against  any  railroad  com- 
pany for  failure  during  any  trip  to  announce  the  stopping  places.  Held, 
that  only  one  penalty  can  be  recovered  up  to  the  time  of  suit.  Parks  v. 
Nashville,  Chnttnnooga  and  St.  Louis  BaUway  (18  I^ea,  1),  655. 
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STATUTE  —  Continued. 

6.  — »  Sunday.]  Where  the  last  day  for  the  perf ormanoe  of  an  act  by  statnte- 
falls  on  Sunday,  it  may  be  done  on  the  next  day.  Bdmundion  v.  Wragg 
(104Penn.8t.  600),  690. 

Bee  Ck>HOTiTmoNAL  Law,  641 ;  PARTNBBaHiP,  688. 

STATUTE  OF  LDilTATIONS. 
1.  nmid.]    Where  a  debtor  disclosed  to  the  administrator  of  his  creditor  th» 
fact  of  his  indebtedness,  but  omitted  to  state  the  amount,  this  is  not  such 
fraudulent  concealment  as  will  toll  the  statute  of  limitations.    8ank«yv, 
MeSleo^y  (104  Penn.  St.  266),  676. 

d.  Pkomlsa  to  pay  ''whan  aUa."]  A  promise  to  pay  a  debt  against  which 
the  statute  of  limitation  has  run,  "when  able,"  is  conditional,  and  the 
creditor  must  prove  the  happening  of  the  condition.  BUdiardean  v. 
Bfkkm^  (7  Colo.  68),  844. 

STOCK. 

OsrtMoata    itolta.]    iSM  CoBFoaATiON,  706. 

STREET. 
Bee  MuHidPAL  Cokforation,  118,  661 ;  Hiohwat. 

SUNDAY. 
Bee  CoHsnnrnoNAL  Law,  200  ;  Statttb,  690. 

TAXATION. 
Of  ohatlals  —  o wnarship  by  non-resident]      Chattels  purchased  in    one 
State  by  a  dtisen  of  another,  and  remaining  in  the  former  to  reoeiTe  .4 
flnishlng  process  of  manufacture,  are  taxable  in  the  State  where  pur- 
chased.   BkMdavd  Oa  Company  ▼.  OofnJbe  (96  Ind.  179),  166. 
Bee  Injunction,  288. 

TELEGRAPH. 
Bee  Eminent  Domain,  7. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON. 

Of  nine — waste — injunction. J  When  one  of  the  several  tenants  in  cool- 
mon  of  a  mine  is  working  it  in  the  usual  way,  and  not  excluding  his  co- 
tenants,  he  may  not  be  called  to  account  to  them  in  an  action  for  damages 
as  for  waste,  nor  restrained  from  thus  working  the  mine.  MeCord  v.  Oak- 
land Quieks(lf>er  Mining  Company  (64  Cal.  184),  686. 

Adrene  possession.]    Bee  Adybrsb  Possession. 

TRADE-MARK. 

1.  "Phfladalphia  beer.'']  A  business  sign  with  a  row  of  beer  barrels  painted 
on  it,  with  the  letters  '*  P.  B."  on  the  heads,  the  words  *'  Depot  of  the 
Celebrated"  above,  and  the  words  "  Philadelphia  Beer "  below,  cannot 
be  protected  as  a  trade-mark  per  ee.    Eggere  v.  Eink  (68  Cal.  446),  96. 

d.  <*  Samaritan."]  ' '  Samaritan  *'  is  not  a  valid  trade-mark  on  medicines.  i>sa. 
mond:a  Appeal  (108  Penn.  St.  126),  118. 
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TRIAL. 

L  TaihamU>  ooadmaan  t^pfhoB^  oiMp^oUi^^  On  a 

murder  trial,  at  the  end  of  the  opening  address  of  the  proeeentlng  attorney, 
the  audience  applauded.  In  his  dosing  argument  he  alluded  to  this,  and 
approved  it.  The  court  did  not  check  nor  reprimand  the  audience  nor 
the  counsel,  nor  caution  the  Jury.  This,  it  seems,  was  error.  OarhdHgkl 
V.  SkOe  (16  Tex.  Gt  App.  478),  836. 

Ai  Phjrsloal  ocamination  of  plaintiff.]  On  the  trial  of  an  action  of  damages 
for  a  personal  injury,  the  court  may  refuse  to  order  the  plaintiff  to 
submit  to  a  physical  examination  by  the  defendant's  medical  witnesses, 
in  private,  it  not  appearing  to  be  necessary,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
■beady  submitted  to  an  examination  by  such  witnesses  in  the  presence  of 
thejuxy.    iSKotM (X^ oiid Pac(/l6 iMTf^MxcI G^n^^ 

TRUST. 
See  Will,  884. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 
maetaiMit]    Ejectment  will  lie  against  one  in  possession  of  land  under  a  con- 
tract  of  purchase,  who  refuses  fully  to  perform  on  his  part.  Bkk$  v.  ZoveU 
(64  OtH.  14),  679. 

See  FiXTUBBs,  710. 

WAGER. 
JbMoa  •gaiiiit  stak^ioldir.]  Where  a  wager  is  made  on  the  result  of  a  pub- 
lie  election,  and  the  stakeholder  pays  the  stake  after  the  result  is  generally 
known  and  publicly  announced,  but  before  the  issue  of  the  official  certifi- 
cate, the  loser,  haidng  after  the  payment  but  before  the  issue  of  the  cer- 
tificate notified  him  not  to  pay,  may  maintain  an  action  against  him  for 
his  stake.    Lewis  v.  Bruton  (74  Ala.  817),  816. 

WAREHOUSMAN. 
Worage  of  grain — fire.]  Where  a  warehousman  receives  grain  on  storage, 
and  puts  it  in  a  bin  with  his  own  and  that  belonging  to  others,  and  seils 
therefrom,  always  reserving  enough  to  answer  the  demand  of  each  owner, 
he  is  not  liable  to  the  depositors  for  loss  by  fire  not  attributable  to  hit 
fault.    JWcev.  M«w(97Ind.97),  480. 

WARRANTY. 
See  Salb,  804. 

WASTK 
See  Tbnanct  in  Common,  686. 

WATER  AND  WATER-COURSK 
3MtiiiMl*had.]    A  mussel-bed,  between  which  and  the  shore  no  water  fiows 
at  low  tide,  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  adjacent  shore.     Eifig  v.  Young 
(76  Me.  76),  696. 

^S^  BOUNDAKY,  311,  609. 
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WILL. 
1.  Agreement  ei  to  a  bank  depoiitj  An  agreement  between  two  flayings-bi^ 
depositors,  that  the  sarvivor  shall  have  the  other's  depodt,  notbetn]^ 
executed  according  to  the  statute  of  wills  and  each  retaining  control  dar- 
ing his  Ufe,  is  invaUd.    TwAe  ▼.  Wood  ((K)  N.  H.  484),  826. 

fl.  Oharitable  devise.]  A  devise  to  one  for  life,  providing  that  what  remains 
at  his  death  he  shall  devise  "to  the  support  and  management  of  such 
worthy  and  meritorious  charitable  and  educational  and  religious  institu; 
tions  of  the  Roman  Catholic  faith  "  as  he  may  determine,  is  valid.  Quinn' 
v.  SliiM%  (62  Iowa,  129),  141. 

3.  Knowledge  of  contents.]    The  testator's  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the 

will  may  be  shown  by  circumstances.    Mbntoffue  v.  Attan'i  Bxscuton  (78 
Va.  502),  384. 

4.  Interested  draftsman.]    A  will  is  not  invalidated  by  the  facts  that  it  was 

drawn  by  a  confidential  friend  of  the  testator  and  that  his  wife  was  a  bene- 
ficiary. Id. 
6.  Notes  as  part  oi]  Notes  made  by  a  testator,  payable  at  his  death,  folded 
up  with  his  will,  referred  to  and  clearly  identUKed  therein,  and  remaining 
Iq  his  possession  at  his  death,  are  a  part  of  the  will.  Fickle  v.  8n^»p  (07 
Ind.  289),  449. 

6.  Restraint  of  marriage.]    A  devise  to  the  testator's  wife  '*bo  long  as  she 

shall  remain  my  widow  "  is  not  in  restraint  of  marriage.    JBibbiU  v.  Jack 
(97  Ind.,  570),  478. 

7.  Trust  for  charity.]  A  trust  to  executors  to  distribute  a  residuum  among  the 

testator's  relatives  and  for  benevolent  objects,  in  such  sums  as  Aey  shal^ 
deem  beet,  is  valid.     Ooodcde  v.  Mooney  (60  N.  H.  528),  884. 
Ante-anptlaL]    8e^  Mabriaqb,  828. 

See  Mabriaoe,  828. 

WITNESS. 
Qroas-ezamination—inon^tioii.]    Where  a  plaintiff  has  testified  in   his 
own  behalf  in  a  suit  for  personal  injury  by  a  defective  sidewalk,  it  is  dis- 
cretionary to  allow  him  to  be  asked  on  cross-examination  whether  he  had 
not  combined  with  others  several  years  before  to  defraud  an  insurance 
company,  he  not  claiming  his  privilege.    CUy  of  Soxith  Bend  v.  Ha/rdy  (98 
Ind.  577),  792. 
Restoring  competency  of  infunous.]    See  Conbtitutional  Law,  218. 
See  Arrest,  598  ;  Grimikal  Law,  629 ;  Trial,  724. 

WORDS. 
t<  Decrepit"]    See  Statute.  824. 

(*  Fugitive.'*]    See  Extradition,  63. 

*«  Justice  or  Judge."]    See  Constitutional  liAW,  556. 

**  Movable  property."]    See  Statute,  821. 

(^Roadwaj— roadbed."]    See  Constitutiokal  Law,  IS. 

<*  Violation  of  law."]    See  Insurance,  469. 

"  When  able."]    See  Statute  ok  LiMiTATfONS,  S44. 
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NOTES 

ON  THE 

AMERIOAl^"  EEPOETS. 

OASES    IN  49    AM.  REP. 


i 


4t  AM.  REP.  1,  MANSFIEIiD  ▼.  EDWARDS,  186  MASS.  15. 
Agreements  varyins  liability  of  parties  to  note. 

Cited  in  Mulcare  v.  Welch,  160  Mass.  68,  3&  N.  E.  97,  holding  that  special 
agreement  between  parties  must  be  shown  to  vary  their  liability  as  it  appears 
from  note;  Weekes  v.  Parsons,  176  Mass.  670,  58  N.  E.  167,  holding  that  parties 
may  be  liable  on  note  as  co-sureties  though  they  do  not  contract  in  so  many  words 
to  sign  as  such. 

Cited  in  notes  in  28  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  1040,  1045,  on  rights  inter  se  of  accommoda- 
tion parties  to  conunercial  paper;  4  E.  R.  C.  540,  on  order  of  liability  of  parties 
to  bill  or  note. 

—  Admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  prove. 

Cited  in  Bulkeley  v.  House,  62  Conn.  459,  21  LJLA.  247,  26  Atl.  352;  Snook 
V.  Munday,  96  Md.  514,  54  Atl.  77;  Weeks  v.  Parsons,  176  Mass.  570,  58  N.  E. 
167;  Leeper  v.  Paschal,  70  Mo.  App.  117;  Montgomery  v.  Page,  29  Or.  320, 
44  Pac.  689, — ^holding  parol  evidence  admissible  as  between  parties  to  note  to 
show  relation  subsisting  between  them. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  L.R.A.  713,  on  parol  evidence  to  show  who  is  principal  and 
who  surety  as  between  obligors. 
\¥hen  implied  assumpsit  will  lie. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Fales,  139  Mass.  21,  29  K.  E.  211;  Priest  v.  Hale,  155  Mass. 
102,  29  N.  E.  197, — holding  that  plaintiff  in  action  of  implied  assumpsit  must 
show  that  he  paid  money  at  defendant's  request;  Holbrook  v.  Clapp,  165  Mass. 
563,  43  N.  E.  508,  holding  it  unnecessary  in  such  actions  to  show  express  re- 
quest; Weeks  v.  Parsons,  176  Mass.  570,  58  N.  E.  157,  holding  that  implied  as- 
sumpsit will  lie  by  one  surety  against  another  for  contribution;  Massachusetts 
Mat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Green,  185  Mass.  306,  70  N.  E.  202,  dismissing  action  to  re- 
cover money  paid  for  taxes  for  which  defendant  was  liable,  but  which  were  not 
paid  at  his  request;  Contoocook  Fire  Precinct  v.  Hopkinton,  71  N.  H.  574,  53  Atl. 
797«  holding  voluntary  payment,  not  recoverable  in  action  of  implied  assumpsit. 
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49  AM.  REP.  5,  BREWSTER  ▼.  WARNER,  186  MASS.  57. 
Right  to  recover  for  injury  to  property  of  another. 

CSted  in  Anthony  v.  New  York,  P.  &  B.  R.  Co.  162  Mass.  60,  37  N.  E.  780, 
holding  lessee  entitled  to  recover  full  damages  for  destruction  of  leased  build- 
ings which  lease  required  him  to  keep  in  repair. 

—  Of  bailors  and  bailees. 

Cited  in  Rockwood  v.  Robinson,  159  Mass.  406,  34  N.  E.  521,  to  point  that 
bailee  may  recover  full  damages  for  injury  to  property;  Re  Keohane,  179  Mass. 
69,  60  N.  E.  406,  on  right  of  surety  on  replevin  bond  to  mitigate  damages  by 
showing  that  defendant  was  bailee;  Field  v.  Early,  167  Mass.  449,  45  N.  E.  917,^ 
on  point  of  bailor's  right  to  intervene  to  protect  his  interest  in  action  by  bailee 
against  stranger  for  injury  to  property;  Bowen  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
202  Mass.  263,  88  N.  E.  781,  holding  that  bailee  of  chattel  destroyed  by  negli- 
gence of  another  may  maintain  action  for  loss  of  his  special  property  in  it,  and 
with  consent  of  general  owner  recover  full  value. 

Cited  in  note  in  32  A.  8.  R.  726,  on  remedies  of  holder  of  collateral  against  third 
persons. 
Nature  of  bailee's  liability. 

Cited  in  Copeland  v.  Draper,  157  Mass.  658,  34  A.  S.  R.  314,  19  L.R.A.  283,  32^ 
N.  E.  944,  to  point  that  common  carriers  are  insurers  because  they  are  bailees. 

49  AM.  REP.  7,  PIERCE  v.  DREW,  186  MASS.  75. 
Additional  burden  or  servitude  upon  fee  of  street  or  highway. 

Cited  in  Como  v.  Worcester,  177  Mass.  543,  59  N.  E.  444;  New  England  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  V.  Boston  Terminal  Co.  182  Mass.  397,  65  N.  E.  835,— to  point  that 
easement  acquired  by  public  in  highway  includes  every  reasonable  kind  of  travel 
and  conmiunication ;  Hyde  v.  Boston  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  194  Mass.  80,  80  N.  E. 
517;  Lincoln  v.  Com.  164  Mass.  1,  41  N.  E.  112,  holding  that  construction  of  city 
sewage  system  under  highway  creates  no  additional  servitude;  Bishop  v.  North 
Adams  Fire  Dist.  167  Mass.  364,  45  N.  E.  925;  Newburyport  Water  Co.  v.  New- 
buryport,  168  Mass.  641,  47  N.  E.  533, — holding  same  as  to  water  pipes;  Cheney 
V.  Barker,  198  Mass.  356,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  436,  84  N.  E.  492,  holding  same  as  to 
gas-pipe  line  in  streets  of  city  though  gas  was  to  be  used  elsewhere;  Hardman  v. 
Cabot,  60  W.  Va.  664,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  506,  55  S.  E.  756,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
1030,  holding  same  as  to  natural  gas-pipe  line  in  rural  highway;  Sears  v.  Crock- 
er, 184  Mass.  586,  100  A.  S.  R.  577,  69  N.  E.  327,  holding  same  as  to  subway  un- 
der street. 

Cited  in  notes  in  16  A.  S.  R.  614,  on  what  is  a  taking  of  property  for  public 
use;  3  L.R.A.  832,  on  rule  that  no  new  servitude  may  be  imposed  on  land  taken 
for  public  use,  without  further  condemnation;  17  L.R.A.  480,  on  water  and  gas 
pipes  in  street  as  additional  servitudes;  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  53,  65,  97,  136,  on 
judicial  power  over  eminent  domain. 

Distinguished  in  Com  v.  Morrison,  197  Mass.  199,  125  A.  8.  R.  338,  14  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  194,  83  N.  E.  416,  holding  that  city  cannot  authorize  appropriation  of 
street  to  use  of  lunch  wagon;  Winchester  v.  Capron,  63  N.  H.  605,  66  A.  R.  554, 
4  Atl.  796,  holding  erection  of  watch-house,  an  additional  servitude  upon  high- 
way. 

—  Telephone  and  telegraph  lines  as. 

Cited  as  leading  case  in  McCann  v.  Johnson  County  Teleph.  Co.  69  Kan.  210,. 
60  L.R.A.  171,  76  Pac.  870,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  166,  holding  telephone  line  upon. 
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rural  highway,  no  additional  servitude;  Cogsgriff  v.  Tri-State  Teleph.  Co.  15  N. 
D.  210,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1142,  107  N.  W.  525,  holding  that  using  rural  highway 
for  telephone  line  creates  additional  servitude. 

Cited  in  Kirby  v.  Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.  17  S.  D.  362,  97  N.  W.  3,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann. 
Cas.  162;  Magee  v.  Overshiner,  160  Ind.  127,  65  A.  S.  R,  358,  40  L.R.A.  370,  49 
N.  E.  961 ;  Hershfield  v.  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  12  Mont.  102,  29  Pac. 
883;  Plattsmouth  v.  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.  80  Neb.  460,  127  A.  S.  R.  779,  14  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  664,  114  N.  W.  688;  York  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Keesey,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  366,— 
holding  that  telephone  poles  and  wires  constitute  no  additional  burden  on  street; 
NicoU  V.  New  York  &  N.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  62  N.  J.  L.  166,  40  Atl.  627,  to  same 
point;  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Avritt,  120  Ky.  34,  85  S.  W.  204,  8  A. 

6  E.  Ann.  Cas.  955;  People  v.  Eaton,  100  Mich.  208,  24  L.R.A.  721,  69  N.  W. 
146;  Lowther  v.  bridgeman,  67  W.  Va.  306,  60  S.  E.  410,— holding  same  as  to 
poles  and  wires  in  highway;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Williams,  86  Va.  696,  19 
A.  S.  R.  908,  8  L.R.A.  429,  11  S.  E.  106  (dissenting  opinion) ;  Wisconsin  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  Oshkosh,  62  Wis.  32,  21  N.  W.  828, — on  same  question;  Hobbs  v.  Long 
Distance  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  147.  Ala.  393,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  87,  41  So.  1003,  11 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  461,  holding  that  owner  of  fee,  suffering  no  substantial  damage, 
cannot  claim  compensation  for  use  of  highway  for  long  distance  telephone  system ; 
Roake  v.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg  Co.  41  N.  J.  Eq.  36,  2  Atl.  618,  denying  prop- 
erty owner  preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  stretching  of  telephone  wires  in 
adjoining  street;  Castle  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  49  App.  Div.  437,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  482, 
holding  no  additional  servitude  created  by  telephone  company's  placing  its  over- 
head wires  under  ground  of  city  street;  Frazier  v.  East  Tennessee  Teleph.  Co.  115 
Tenn.  416,  112  A.  S.  R.  856,  3  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  323,  90  S.  W.  620,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
838,  holding  poles  and  wires  of  city  telephone  system,  no  additional  burden  on 
fee  of  street. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  24  A.  S.  R.  291,  on  legislative  authority  to  erect 
poles  in  street,  as  subject  to  liability  to  compensate  abutter. 

Cited  in  notes  in  106  A.  S.  R.  262,  on  telegraph  and  telephone  lines  as  addi- 
tional servitudes  in  streets  and  highways;  64  A.  R.  292,  on  abutter's  right  to 
injunction  against  maintenance  of  poles  and  wires  in  street;  10  A.  S.  R.  130,  131, 
on  rights  of  telephone  companies  in  the  streets;  28  A.  S.  R.  231,  on  right  of 
abutting  owner  to  compensation  for  placing  telephone  poles  in  front  of  premises; 

7  L.R.A.  200,  on*  telegraph  line  along  railroad  right  of  way;  24  L.R.A.  722,  on 
telegraph  or  telephone  poles  as  additional  burden  on  highway. 

Denied  :n  Donovan  v.  Allert,  11  N.  D.  289,  95  A.  S.  R.  720,  58  L.R.A.  775;  Stow- 
ers  V.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  68  Misc.  559,  24  A.  S.  R.  290,  12  L.R.A.  864,  9 
So.  356;  Bronson  v.  Albion  Teleph.  Co.  67  Neb.  Ill,  60  L.R.A.  426,  93  N.  W.  201, 
2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  639;  Krueger  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  106  Wis.  96,  50  L.R.A. 
298,  81  N.  W.  1041, — holding  that  telephone  poles  and  wires  in  street  or  highway 
constitute  additional  burden;  Cater  v.  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  60  Minn. 
539,  61  A.  8.  R.  643,  28  LJI.A.  310,  63  N.  W.  Ill  (dissenting  opinion),  on  same 
q[ae8tion. 
—  Slectric  lighting  system  as. 

Distinguished  in  Berlew  v.  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  661 ;  Haver- 
ford  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Hart,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  571,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  369,  10  Lane. 
L.  Bev.  271, — holding  poles  and  wires  for  electric  lighting  constitute  additional 
burden  on  public  highway. 
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—  Railroads  and  railways  as. 

Cited  in  Howe  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  167  Mass.  46,  44  N.  E.  386;  Detroit 
City  R.  Co.  V.  Mills,  85  Mich.  634,  48  N.  W.  1007,— holding  that  use  of  street 
for  electric  railway,  creates  no  additional  servitude;  Halsey  v.  Rapid  Transit 
Street  R.  Co.  47  N.  J.  Eq.  380,  20  Atl.  859,  holding  same;  White  ▼.  Blanchard 
Bros.  Granite  Co.  178  Mass.  363,  59  N.  E.  1025,  holding  same  as  to  use  of  highway 
for  horse  railroad  for  transporting  stone  from  quarry;  Eustis  v.  Milton  Street  R. 
Co.  183  Mass.  586,  67  N.  E.  663,  holding  that  laying  out  railway  in  street  creates 
no  additional  servitude. 

Cited  in  note  in  4  A.  S.  R.  402,  on  damages  for  establishing  railroad  on  highway 
where  fee  of  street  is  in  abutting  landowner. 

Distinguished  in  Onset  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Plymouth  County,  154  Mass.  395,  28  N. 
E.  286,  upon  point  that  street  railway  over  public  way  creates  no  additional  servi- 
tude. 

—  Elevated  railroads. 

Cited  in  Lentell  v.  Boston  k  W.  Street  R.  Co.  202  Mass.  116, 88  N.  E.  765,  hold- 
ing that  public  easement  in  way  does  not  include  right  to  construct  elevated  rail- 
road. 
Telephone  poles  and  wires  as  realty  or  personalty. 

Cited  in  Readfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Cyr.,  95  Me.  287,  49  Atl.  1047,  holding 
that  telephone  wires  and  poles  erected  in  highway  may  be  seized  and  sold  on  exe- 
cution as  personal  property. 
Nature  of  ownership  of  fee  in  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Bigelow  v.  Whitcomb,  72  N.  H.  473,  65  L.R.A.  676,  57  Atl.  680, 
holding  that  public  cannot  prevent  owner  of  fee  in  highway  from  removing  shade 
trees  therefrom. 
Rights  of  landowner  suffering  consequential  damages. 

Cited  in  Cassidy  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  141  Mass.  174,  5  N.  E.  142,  holding  that 
railroad  may  without  further  compensation  make  at  any  time  any  necessary  or 
incidental  use  of  land  acquired  by  it  for  railroad  purposes;  Lincoln  v.  Com.  164 
Mass.  363,  41  N.  E.  489,  holding  thai;  unless  part  of  his  land  is  taken  for  con- 
struction of  sewers,  landowner  can  claim  no  damages  for  diminution  in  value  of 
land. 
l¥hat  constitutes  a  public  use  or  purpose. 

Cited  in  Edison  United  Mfg.  Co.  v.  New  England  Wiring  &  Constr.  Co.  82  Me. 
464,  19  Atl.  859,  to  point  that  fact  whether  company  receives  partial  or  exclusive 
delegation  of  power  of  eminent  domain  is  immaterial  in  determining  whether  its 
purposes  are  public;  Platsmouth  v.  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.  80  Neb.  460,  127  A.  8. 
R.  779,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  654,  114  N.  W.  588,  holding  that  use  of  streets  for  tele- 
phone system  is  for  public  purpose;  Rockingham  County  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Hobbo, 
72  N.  H.  531,  66  L.R.A.  581,  58  Atl.  46,  holding  that  collection  and  distribution 
of  electricity  for  use  of  public  upon  reasonable  terms  justifies  exercise  of  power 
of  eminent  domain;  Ryan  v.  Louisville  &  N.  Terminal  Co.  102  Tenn.  111»  45 
L.R.A.  303,  50  S.  W.  744,  holding  that  property  for  imion  terminal  of  all  rail- 
roads entering  city  may  be  acquired  under  such  power. 
Construction  of  word  ''shall." 

Cited  in  Suburban  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Boston,  153  Mass.  200,  10  L.R.A.  497,  26 
N.  E.  447,  construing  "shall"  as  "may"  in  statute  regulating  granting  of  per- 
mission for  erection  of  electric  poles  and  wires;  State  ex  reL  Dangberg  v.  Doug- 
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lass  County,  27  Nev.  469,  77  Pac.  984,  construing  "shall"  as  "may"  in  statute  re- 
quiring commissioners  to  vacate  road  on  petition  of  taxpayers. 

4t  AM.  REP.  20,  POWERS  v.  GUARDIAN  F.  &  L.  INS.  CO.  136  MASS. 
108. 

Constraction  of  provision  as  to  transfer  of  interest  in  insured  property. 

Distinguished  in  Walton  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  116  N.  Y.  317,  5  L.R.A.  677, 
22  N.  E.  443,  holding  that  conveyance  by  husband  to  wife,  through  stranger,  will 
avoid  policy  issued  to  husband  and  lyifo  jointly,  while  exclusive  title  was  in  hus- 
band. 
—  Transfers  between  partners. 

Cited  in  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holcombe,  67  Neb.'  622,  73  A.  S.  R.  632,  78  N.  W. 
300;  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Vaughan,  88  Va.  832,  14  S.  E.  764,— holding 
prohibition  against  assured's  transferring  his  interest,  not  violated  by  transfers 
between  partners;  Sun  Fire  Office  v.  Wich,  6  Colo.  App.  103,  39  Pac.  587; 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Liddell  Co.  130  Ga.  8,  124  A.  S.  R.  157, 
14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  168,  60  S.  E.  104,— to  same  point;  Allemania  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Peck, 
133  111.  220,  23  A.  S.  R.  610,  24  N.  E.  538,  holding  condition  requiring  that  notice 
be  given  insured  of  any  contract  to  sell,  inapplicable  to  contracts  betwen  part- 
ners. 

Cited  in  notes  in  62  A.  R.  443,  on  transfer  of  one  partner's  interest  to  copart- 
ner, as  sale,  conveyance,  or  change  of  interest  within  meaning  of  insurance  poli- 
cy; 18  LJI.A.  482,  on  partnership  interest  in  property  as  complete  or  full  owner- 
ship for  purposes  of  insurance. 

Constraction  of  provision  in  insurance  contracts  as  to  increasing  of  risk. 

Cited  in  Clinton  v.  Norfolk  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  176  Mass.  486,  79  A.  S.  R.  326. 
60  L.R.A.  833,  67  N.  E.  998,  holding  provision  against  increasing  of  risk,  not  vio> 
lated  by  sale  of  property;  Harris  v.  North  American  Ins.  Co.  190  Mass.  361,  4 
IiJt^.(N.S.)  1137,  77  N.  E.  493,  holding  that  question  whether  leaving  building 
vacant  increased  risk  presents  issue  of  fact. 

Cited  in  note  in  66  A.  S.  R.  701,  on  increase  of  hazard  avoiding  policy. 

40  AM.  REP.  25,  HIDDEN  v.  GRIFFIN,  186  MASS.  229. 
liiability  of  agent  for  fraudulent  representations. 

Cited  in  Riley  v.  Bell,  120  Iowa,  618,  95  N.  W.  170,  holding  agent,  fraudulently 
misrepresenting  the  title,  liable  to  purchaser  therefor;  Mack  "5.  Latta,  178  N.  Y. 
525,  67  L.R.A.  126,  71  N.  E.  97,  holding  that  officers  of  corporation  who  secure 
stock  subscriptions  by  fraud  may  be  joined  in  suit  against  corporation  to  enjoin 
collection  of  amount  unpaid   and  to   secure  return  of  amount  paid. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  A.  S.  R.  514,  on  agent's  personal  liability  to  third  person 
for  nonfeasance  and  misfeasance;  48  A.  S.  R.  921,  on  liability  of  agent  or  officer 
of  corporation  to  third  persons  for  fraud  committed  or  wilful  misrepresentation 
made;  50  LJLA.  641,  on  b'ability  of  servant  or  agent  for  assault,  fraud,  or  other 
wrongful  act  against  third  party  under  orders  of  employer. 

Distinguished  in  Thompson  v.  Irwin,  76  Mo.  App.  418,  upon  point  that  agent 
practising  fraud  upon  purchaser  is  liable  to  him  in  action  of  deceit. 
\¥liat  is  a  fraudulent  representation. 

Cited  in  Beckwith  v.  Ryan,  66  Conn.  589,  34  Atl.  488,  holding  that  insurer's 
agent's  false  representation  that  company's  history  showed  that  premiums  would 
be  greatly  reduced  by  surplus  earnings,  renders  contract  voidable;  Da  we  v.  Moi^ 


Digitized  by 


Google 


49  AM.  REP.]  N0T2S  ON  A1HERICAN  REPORTS.  718 

ris,  149  Mass.  188,  14  A.  S.  R.  404,  4  L.R^.  158,  21  N.  E.  313,  holding  that  rep- 
resentation which  will  support  action  of  deceit  must  be  as  to  some  subject  ma- 
terial to  contract  itself. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  50  A.  R.  779,  on  setting  aside  settlement  of  life  insur- 
ance claim  for  company's  fraud. 

Cited*  in  note  in  18  A.  S.  R.  559,  on  representation  of  material  fact  in  false  rep- 
resentations. 
Recovery  of  premiums  paid  upon  insurance  policy. 

Cited  in  American  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bertram,  163  Ind.  61,  64  L.R.A.  935,  70 
K  E.  258;  Fisher  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.'  160  Mass.  386,  39  A.  S.  R.  495,  36 
N.  E.  849, — to  point  that  one  may  recover  premiums  paid  upon  policy  which  in- 
surer's agent  fraudulently  induced  him  to  procure;  Mailhoit  v.  Metropolitan  L. 
Ins.  Co.  87  Me.  374,  47  A.  8.  R.  336,  32  Atl.  989,  to  point  that  one  fraudulently 
induced  to  procure  insurance,  may  recover  premiums,  not  because  contract  is  void, 
but  because  he  may  rescind  it;  McKindley  v.  Drew,  69  Vt.  210,  37  Atl.  285,  hold- 
ing that  plaintiflfs  damages  in  such  case  are  difference  between  premiums  paid 
and  value  of  policy  to  plaintiff  while  it  remained  in  force;  Sykes  v.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
148  N.  C.  13,  61  8.  E.  610,  holding  that  courts  of  equity  will  reform  written  con- 
tract of  life  insurance  in  accordance  with  representations  made  by  agents  of  in- 
surance company,  which  are  false  and  fraudulent;  Thompson  v.  New  York  L.  Ins. 
Co.  21  Or.  466,  28  Pac.  628,  apparently  holding  that  assured  may  recover  pre- 
miums paid  where  insurer  wrongfully  terminates  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  L.R.A.  738,  on  retention  of  policy  as  waiver  of  fraud  by 
insurer  or  his  agent  as  to  matters  outside  of  the  policy  and  application ;  67  L.R.A. 
742,  on  retention  of  policy  with  knowledge  of  defect  and  as  waiver  of  mistake 
or  fraud  of  insurer  or  his  agent. 
Measure  of  damages  for  deceit  or  fraudulent  representations. 

Cited  in  Roberts  v.  Holliday,  10  8.  D.  576,  74  N.  W.  1034,  holding  that  measure 
of  damages  in  action  against  agent  for  fraudulent  representations  as  to  location 
of  land  is  actual  loss  sustained. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.  349,  on  fraud  in  its  relation  to  life  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  Nash  v.  Minnesota  Title  Ins.  Co.  163  Mass.  674,  47  A.  S. 
R.  489,  28  L.R.A.  753,  40  N.  E.  1039,  holding  that  damages  for  false  representa- 
tions as  to  title  of  property  of  another  are  difference  between  its  value  as  it  was 
and  value  as  it  would  have  been  if  representations  were  true. 
Grounds  for  rescission  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Boles  v.  Merrill,  173  Mass.  491,  73  A.  S.  R.  308,  53  N.  E.  894,  holding 
vendee's  delay  of  two  months  before  making  absolute  rescission  of  sale,  reason- 
able. 
Prerequisites  to  action  for  false  representations. 

Distinguished  in  Whiting  v.  Price,  172  Mass.  240,  78  A.  8.  R.  262,  61  N.  E.  1084, 
holding  that  plaintiff,  in  action  for  false  representation  in  sale  of  bond,  need  not 
offer  to  return  bond. 

40  AM.  REP.  2  7,  SAWYER  v.  DAVIS,  136  ItfASS.  289. 
Proper  exercise  of  police  power. 

Cited  in  Budd  v.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  517,  36  L.  ed.  247,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
45,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  468  (affirming  117  N.  Y.  1,  15  A.  S.  R,  460,  6  L.Rj^  659, 
22  N.  E.  670,  7  N.  \.  Crim.  Rep.  189) ;  State  ex  rel.  Stoeser  v.  Brass,  2  N.  D. 
482,  52  N.   W.  408, — sustaining  statute  fixing  maximum  charge  for  elevating 
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grain;  Getting  v.  B:an8a8  City  Stock  Yards  Co.  183  U.  S.  79,  46  L.  e<L  92,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  30,  to  point  that  legislature  may  regulate  charges  of  stock  yards 
companies;  Re  I'lahei'ty,  105  Cal.  558,  27  L.R.A.  529,  38  Pac.  981,  sustaining  or- 
dinance making  it  unlawful  to  beat  drum  in  street  without  special  permission 
had  therefor;  Wilson  v.  Eureka  City,  173  U.  S.  32,  43  L.  ed.  603,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
317,  sustaining  ordinance  imposing  penalty  for  moving  building  along  street  with- 
out permission  of  city  officer;  Indiana  R.  Co.  v.  Calvert,  168  Ind.  321,  10  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  780,  80  N.  E.  961,  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  635,  holding  that  city  may  require 
-electric  railway  to  remove  its  wires  to  permit  house  to  be  removed  along  street; 
Rideout  v.  Knox,  148  Mass.  368,  12  A.  S.  R.  660,  2  L.R.A.  81,  19  N.  E.  390,  sus- 
taining statutes  declaring  "spite  fences"  unlawful;  Com.  v.  Parks,  155  Mass.  531, 
30  N.  E.  174,  sustaining  ordinance  prohibiting  blasting  with  gunpowder  without 
written  consent  of  board  of  aldermen;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  160  Mass. 
•62,  22  L.R.A.  112,  35  N.  E.  252  (dissenting  opinion),  on  validity  of  statute  re- 
quiring railroads  to  issue  mileage  tickets  and  receive  those  of  other  railroads; 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Williams,  174  Mass.  476,  47  L.R.A.  314,  55  N.  E.  77,  holding  that 
legislature  may  restrict  height  of  buildings  adjacent  to  public  squares;  Welch  v. 
Swasey,  193  Mass.  364,  118  A.  S.  R.  523,  23  LJl.A.(N.S.)  1160,  79  N.  E.  745, 
sustaining  statute  limiting  height  of  buildings  within  city;  Durgin  v.  Minot,  203 
Mass.  26,  133  A.  S.  R.  276,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  241,  89  N.  E.  144,  holding  statute 
giving  board  of  health  of  city  certain  arbitrary  powers  as  to  private  way  un- 
reasonable and  unconstitutional;  Bonnett  v.  Vallier,  136  Wis.  193,  128  A.  S.  R. 
1061,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  486,  116  N.  W.  885,  holding  statute  respecting  construction 
of  tenement  houses,  void  because  unreasonable;  John  P.  Squire  &  Co.  v.  Tellier, 
185  Mass.  18,  102  A.  S.  R.  322,  69  N.  E.  312,  sustaining  statute  declaring  sales 
of  merchandise  in  bulk  void  as  to  creditors  unless  certain  requirements  are  com- 
plied with;  Manning  v.  Bruce,  186  Mass.  282,  71  N.  E.  537,  sustaining  statute 
authorizing  city  to  take  land  for  contagious  disease  hospital;  State  ▼.  Pell  Splint 
Coal  Co.  36  W.  Va.  802,  17  L.R.A.  385,  15  S.  E.  1000  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
Tight  of  legislature  to  provide  how  and  when  coal  shall  be  weighed  by  mine-own- 
ers. 
^-  Liegalizing  nuisances  under. 

Cited  in  Muhlker  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  197  U.  S.  544,  49  L.  ed.  872,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  522  (dissenting  opinion) ;  Lentell  v.  Boston  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  202  Mass. 
115,  88  N.  E.  765;  Taft  v.  Com.  158  Mass.  526,  33  N.  E,  1046,— to  point  that 
legislature  may  to  some  extent  change  law  of  nuisance  without  compensation; 
Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Maddox,  116  Ga.  64,  42  S.  E.  315,  holding  that  railroad 
terminal  yard  operated  in  proper  manner  under  statutory  authority  cannot  be  ad- 
judged a  nuisance;  Pacific  State  Supply  Co.  v.  San  Francisco,  171  Fed.  727,  holding 
-ordinance  prohibiting  blasting  within  certain  portions  of  city,  except  under  permit 
to  be  granted  by  board  of  supervisors,  valid;  Bacon  v.  Boston,  154  Mass.  100,  28 
N.  E.  9,  to  point  that  legislature  may  authorize  small  nuisances  without  compensa- 
tion, but  not  great  ones;  Titus  v.  Boston,  161  Mass.  209,  36  N.  E.  793,  holding  that 
statute  may  authorize  that  which  would  otherwise  be  a  nuisance  (sewers) ;  Mur- 
tha  v.  Lovewell,  166  Mass.  391,  55  A.  S.  R.  410,  44  N.  E.  347,  holding  statutory 
license  to  continue  business  of  melting  iron,  etc.,  defense  to  bill  for  private  nui- 
sance; White  V.  Kenney,  157  Mass.  12,  31  N.  E.  654,  holding  same,  as  to  stable; 
Com.  V.  Packard,  185  Mass.  64,  69  N.  E.  1067,  holding  that  legislature  may  author- 
ize storing  of  naphtha  in  such  manner  as  would  constitute  commonlaw  nuisance: 
tevin  V.  Goodwin,  191  Mass.  341,  114  A.  S.  R.  616,  77  N.  E.  718,  holding  that 
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proprietor  of  business  may  under  authority  of  statute  make  noine  which  otherwise 
would  be  nuisance;  'iliomason  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  142  N.  C.  318,  55  S. 
E.  205;  Fisher  y.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  102  Va.  363,  46  S.  £.  381,  1  A.  &  £. 
Ann.  Cas.  622,  holding  railroad  acting  under  authority  of  law,  not  liable  to  ad- 
jacent landowner  for  noises  etc.,  incident  to  running  of  trains. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  10  A.  S.  R.  611,  on  the  right  of  public  authorities 
to  authorize  nuisance;  65  A.  S.  R.  413,  on  power  of  legislature  to  license  nuisances. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  L.R.A.  116,  on  right  to  authorize  obstruction  in  highway; 
36  L.R.A.  593,  on  derivation  of  municipal  power  over  nuisances;  1  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
115,  on  effect  of  direct  grant  of  power  on  liability  for  private  nuisance;  22  E.  R. 
C.  112,  on  legislative  authority  to  legalize  a  nuisance  by  a  railroad  which  injures 
private  property. 

What  constitutes  a  nuisance. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  4  A.  S.  R.  320,  as  to  when  ringing  of  bells  is  a  nui- 
sance. 

Cited  in  note  in  61  A.  R.  467,  on  factories  or  shops  as  nuisances. 
Damages  recoverable  for  injnry  to  land. 

Cited  in  Lincoln  v.  Com.  164  Mass.  368,  41  N.  E.  489,  holding  that  unless  part 
of  land  is  taken  damages  cannot  be  claimed  for  depreciation  in  land's  value  re- 
sulting from  construction  of  sewer  nearby;  Wellington  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  158 
Mass.  185,  33  N.  E.  393,  holding  same,  where  depreciation  resulted  from  construe- 
tion  and  maintenance  of  railroad;  Rand  v.  Boston,  164  Mass.  354,  41  N.  E.  484, 
holding  same,  where  depreciation  resulted  from  buildiri^  of  bridge  and  embank- 
ment nearby. 
What  constitutes  contempt  of  court. 

Cited  in  Pritchett  v.  Knox  County,  42  Ind.  App.  3,  85  N.  E.  32,  holding  act 
required  to  be  performed  by  law  defense  to  bill  in  equity  to  enjoin  doing  of  it; 
Newton  Rubber  Works  v.  De  La  Casas,  198  Mass.  156,  84  N.  E.  119,  holding  one 
performing  act  contrary  to  court's  order,  but  under  authority  of  statute  enacted 
after  passage  of  order  not  guilty  of  contempt. 
Effect  of  amendment  of  law  upon  pending  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Re  Northampton,  168  Mass.  299,  33  N.  E.  668,  holding  that  court  in 
rendering  decree  in  grade  crossing  proceedings  must  proceed  in  accordance  with 
statutes  as  amended  subsequent  to  commencement  of  action. 

49  AM.  REP.  85,  OUTLGR  v.  BALLOU,  186  MASS.  337. 
What  constitutes  a  continuing  guaranty. 

Cited  in  Sherman  v.  MuUoy,  174  Mass.  41,  75  A.  S.  R.  286,  54  N.  E.  345,  hold- 
ing one's  agreement  "to  be  holden  for  stock  delivered  to  A"  to  certain  amount, 
not  continuing  guaranty;  Callender,  Mc  A.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Flint,  187  Mass.  104,  72 
N.  E.  345,  holding  continuing  guaranty  not  established  by  cei-tain  correspondence. 

Cited  in  notes  in  66  A.  R.  703,  as  to  how  long  guaranties  continue;  105  A.  S. 
R.  525,  on  continuing  and  limited  guaranties. 

49  AM.  REP.  37,  PEVERLY  v.  BOSTON,  186  MASS.  366. 
Function  of  court  and  jury  In  regard  to  questions  of  negligence. 

Cited  in  Nugent  v.  Boston,  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.  80  Me.  62,  6  A.  S.  R.  151,  12  Atl.  797,. 
liolding  that  question  ot  contributory  negligence  depending  on  undisputed  facts^ 
is  for  jury  different  conclusions  may  reasonably  be  drawn. 
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Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  546,  on  n^ligence  as  question  of  fact  for 
jury. 
Proof  of  contributory  negligence  or  of  absence  thereof. 

Cited  in  Hilton  ▼.  Boston,  171  Mass.  478,  51  N.  E.  114,  holding  that  jury  may 
infer  that  plaintiff  exercised  due  care  from  absence  of  all  appearance  of  fault. 

Cited  in  notes  in  58  A.  R.  116,  on  contributory  negligence  of  passenger  in  not 
keeping  seat;  12  IaR.A.  284,  on  defendant's  negligence  as  proximate  cause  of  in* 
jury. 

Kight  to  prove  suitableness  of  one's  own  equipment  by  showing  kind  nsed 
by  others. 

Cited  in  Leonard  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  143  Mass.  307,  9  N.  E.  667,  to  point  that 
carrier  may  show  suitableness  of  cars  used  l^  it  by  showing  kind  others  used. 
Ferry  boat  operators  as  common  carriers. 

Cited  in  Davies  v.  Boston,  190  Mass.  194,  76  N.  E.  663,  holding  city  liable  as 
eommon  carrier  to  passenger  injured  on  ferry-boat,  operated  by  it  upon  toll  sys- 
tem. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  87  A.  D.  721,  on  liability  of  keeper  of  conunon  ferry 
toward  passengers. 

49  AM.  REP.  40,  SNOW  v.  FITCHBURO  R.  CO.  186  MASS.  552. 
Liiabllity  of  carrier  for  injury  to  passengers  and  others. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  689,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  for 
negligent  injury  to  passenger  at  station  by  persons  coming  there  to  transact 
business. 

Distinguished  in  Brown  v.  Chicago,  R,  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)    106, 
72  C.  C.  A.  20,  139  Fed.  972,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  261,  holding  that  carrier's 
liability    to    passenger    for    assault    committed   by    stranger    depends    on    fact 
whether  it  exercised  due  care  to  prevent  same. 
—  By  articles  thrown  from  train  generally. 

Cited  in  Fletcher  t.  Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.  168  U.  a  135,  42  L.  ed.  411,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  36  (reversing  6  App.  D.  C.  385),  holding  it  a  question  for  jury 
whether  railroad  was  n^Iigent  when  traveller  on  highway  injured  by  timber 
thrown  from  passing  work  train  by  laborer  for  personal  use. 

Cited  in  notes  in  41  L.R.A.  69,  on  employer's  imputed  knowledge  of  acci- 
dent to  servant  which  could  not  reasonably  have  been  anticipated;  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  681,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  for  personal  injuries  by  objects 
thrown  from  moving  train. 

Distinguished  in  Poling  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  645,  24  LJIA.  215, 
18  S.  E.  782,  denying  railroad's  liability  for  death  of  licensee  on  its  premises 
struck  by  piece  of  mail  crane  broken  by  government  clerk  in  catching  bag. 
^•Newspapers  thrown  from  train. 

Cited  in  Clifford  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  Ill  App.  Div.  809,  97  N. 
T.  Supp.  954,  holding  railroad  liable  to  one  struck  by  newspapers  thrown 
from  train  by  news  agent  in  accordance  with  custom;  Mangum  v.  North  Carolina 
R.  Co.  146  N.  C.  162,  122  A.  8.  R.  437,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  589,  68  8.  E.  913,  hold- 
ing railroad  liable  to  passenger  injured  by  negligence  of  newspaper  employee 
in  '^trucking,"  as  was  his  custom,  newspapers  to  train. 
—  Mail  sacks  thrown  from  train. 

Cited  in  Shaw  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  123  Mich.  629,  81  A.  S.  R.  230,  49 
Am.  Rep.  Vol  XIX.--46. 
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L.R.A.  308,  82  N.  W.  618,  holding  railroad  liable  for  injury  to  intending  pas- 
senger struck  by  bag  thrown  from  rapidly  moving  train  by  those  in  charge  of 
mail,  when  practice  permitted;  St.  Louis,  C,  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Waggoner,  90 
lU.  App.  656,  holding  railroad  liable  to  employee,  who  travels  on  pass,  for  in- 
jury,  while  waiting  on  platform,  by  sack  thrown  from  train  by  government 
clerk;  Bradford  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  160  Mass.  392,  35  N.  E.  1131;  Williams^ 
V.  Louisville  k  N.  R.  Co.  98  Ky.  247,  32  S.  W.  934,— holding  railroad  liable  for 
injury  to  person,  on  platform  by  implied  invitation,  by  sack  thrown  from  rapid- 
ly moving  train,  when  practice  permitted;  Huddleston  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  k  S. 
R.  Co.  90  Ark.  378,  119  S.  W.  280;  Carver  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  120 
Iowa,  346,  94  N.  W.  862;  Galloway  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  56  Minn.  346^ 
45  A.  S.  R.  468,  23  L.R.A.  442,  67  N.  W.  1058;  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Simms,  4a 
IlL  App.  260, — holding  railroad  liable  to  person  injured  while  lawfully  on  plat- 
form by  sack  thrown  from  rapidly  moving  train  by  government  clerk,  when 
practice  permitted, 

—  By  mail  sacks  obstructing  platform. 

Cited  in  Ayres  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  4  App.  Div.  611,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
11;  Sargent  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  114  Mo.  348,  19  L.R.A.  460,  21  S.  W. 
823, — ^holding  railroad  liable  to  passenger  injured  upon  insufficiently  lighted  plat- 
form by  stumbling  over  bag  thrown  by  postal  clerk  when  practice  permitted  ^ 
Ayers  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  77  Hun,  414,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  789,  denying 
railroad's  liability  to  passenger  injured  upon  insufficiently  lighted  platform  by 
stumbling  over  bag  thrown  by  mail  clerk  for  first  time. 

49  AM.  REP.  43,  SHEALY  v.  EDWARDS,  78  ALA.  175,  Later  appeals  in 

75  Ala.  411  and  78  Ala.  176. 
Passing  of  title  in  sales  of  personalty. 

Cited  in  South  &  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  72  Ala.  451,  on  question  when 
title  passes  in  sales  of  personal  property;  Warten  v.  Strane,  82  Ala.  311,  8- 
So.  231,  holding  that  sale  of  part  of  grain  in  crib  does  not,  without  more,  vest 
title  in  purchaser;  McQuirk  v.  State,  84  Ala.  438,  5  A.  S.  R.  381,  4  So.  775, 
holding  that  intention  of  parties  is  of  great  importance  in  determining  when 
title  passes. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  7  A.  S.  R.  43,  as  to  when  title  passes  on  sale  of 
chattel. 

Cited  in  notes  in  17  L.R.A.  181,  on  necessity  that  nothing  remains  to  be  done 
to  passing  of  title  on  sale  of  goods;  26  L.R :A.(N.S.)  3,  8,  12,  13,  15,  17,  22, 
on  sufficiency  of  selection  or  designation  of  goods  sold  out  ol  larger  lot. 

—  Eflfect  of  nondetermination  of  price. 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  Brooks,  76  Ala.  308,  holding  that  delivery  of  property 
in  payment  of  debt  completes  sale  though  no  absolute  price  is  agreed  on; 
Aderholt  v.  Embry,  78  Ala.  185,  holding  that  sale  may  be  completed  by  sur- 
render of  dominion  weighing,  price  and  like  being  left  for  after  determination; 
Greene  v.  Lewis,  85  Ala.  221,  7  A.  S.  R.  42,  4  So.  740,  holding  that  title  passes 
on  delivery  of  horse,  sold  for  reasonable  price  to  be  afterwards  agreed  on; 
Foley  V.  Felrath,  98  Ala.  176,  39  A.  S.  R.  39,  13  So.  485,  to  point  that  title 
may  pass  to  vendee  without  fixing  an  absolute  price;  Francois-Chenoweth 
Hardware  Co.  v.  Gray,  104  Ala.  236,  53  A.  S.  R.  37,  15  So.  911,  holding  thai 
title  passes  on  delivery  of  goods  though  value  is  to  be  determined  by  inventory 
to  be  taken  thereafter. 
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Distinguished  in  Wilkinson  v.  Williamson,  76  Ala.  163,  holding  sale,  not 
consummated  by  delivery  where  vendor  intends  one  price  and  vendee,  another. 
Sltas  of  contracts  of  sale. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Hanover  Nat.  Bank,  88  Ala.  271,  6  So.  909,  holding  sale 
negotiated  and  consummated  in  Alabama,  an  Alabama  contract. 

49  AM.  REP.  48,  HTLL  v.  FREEMAN,  73  AliA.  200. 
Right  to  relief  from  illegal  contract. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Equitable  Nuptial  Ben.  Union,  76  Ala.  251,  52  A.  R.  325, 
holding  money  paid  upon  illegal  contract,  not  recoverable;  Koppersraith  v. 
Nassano,  77  Ala.  385,  to  point  that  question  of  legality  of  executed  contract 
cannot  be  entered  into;  Cottonwood  v.  H.  M.  Austin  &  Co.  158  Ala.  117,  48 
So.  346,  holding  illegal  contract  will  be  left  where  courts  find  it;  Ripperdan  v. 
Weldy,  149  Cal.  667,  87  Pac.  276,  holding  that  rights  acquired  under  executed 
illegal  contract  will  not  be  disturbed;  Kirby  v.  Raynes,  138  Ala.  194,  100  A.  S. 
R.  39,  36  So.  118,  to  same  point;  Glass  v.  Basin  &  B.  S.  Min.  Co.  31  Mont.  21,  77 
Pac.  302,  applying  to  stock  transaction  maxim  that  **as  between  persons  is  equal 
fault,  possessor's  case  is  the  better;"  Watkins  v.  Nugen,  118  Ga.  372,  45  S.  E.  262, 
holding  that  grantor's  heirs  cannot  recover  land  of  which  grantee  acquired  pos- 
session under  deed  executed  in  consideration  of  future  illicit  intercourse;  and 
citing  annotation  also  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  33  A.  S.  R.  653,  as  to  what  does  not  constitute 
compounding  felony;  39  A.  S.  R.  527,  on  validity  of  note  given  to  compound 
felony;  39  A.  S.  R.  343,  on  negotiable  instruments  given  to  compound  felonies; 
60  A.  S.  R.  950,  on  validity  of  contract  in  consideration  of  suppression  of 
criminal  prosecution. 

Cited  in  notes  in  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  787,  on  right  to  recover  for  household  serv- 
ices while  living  in  illicit  relation;  11  E.  R.  C.  232,  on  admissibility  of  parol 
evidence  to  explain  or  vary  terms  of  deeds. 

49  AM.  REP.  51,  SEALS  v.  EDMONDSON,  73  AliA.  295. 
Liiability  in  implied  assumpsit  for  services  rendered. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Walker,  131  Ala.  204,  31  So.  564,  holding  that  one's  remain- 
ing silent  with  knowledge  that  another  is  performing  services  for  him  may 
render  him  liable  therefor;  Humes  v.  Decatur  Land,  Improv.  &  Furnace  Co. 
98  Ala.  461,  13  So.  368,  to  same  point. 

When  general  charge  is  proper. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Posey,  79  Ala.  84,  holding  general  charge  improper  where 
there  is  slightest  conflict  in  testimony  as  to  any  material  fact;  Giddens  v. 
Boiling,  92  Ala.  586,  9  So.  274,  to  same  eflfect;  Tabler  v.  Sheffield  Land,  Iron  & 
Coal  Co.  87  Ala.  305,  6  So.  196,  holding  that  general  charge  should  not  be  given 
unless  demurrer  to  evidence  would  lie. 

49  AM.  REP.  54,  MONTGOMERY  &  E.  R.  CO.  v.  KOLB,  73  ALA.  396 
SnflBciency  of  delivery  to  carrier. 

Cited  in  Alabama  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Darby,  119  Ala.  531,  24  So.  713,  holding 
issuance  of  bill  of  lading,  not  essential  to  recovery  against  carrier  for  nonde- 
livery of  goods  shipped;  Evansville  &  T.  II.  R.  Co.  v.  Keith,  8  Ind.  App.  57,  35 
N.  E.  296,  holding  that  goods  are  delivered  to  carrier  when  placed  at  iisual 
place  of  loading;  Burrowes  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  85  Neb.  497,  —  L.R.A. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


49  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  724 

(N.S.)  — ,  123  N.  W.  1043,  holding  delivery  and  acceptance  of  goods  necessary 
to  render  carrier  liable  for  their  loss. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  3  A.  S.  R.  681,  on  sufficiency  of  delivery  to  car- 
rier. 

—  Custom  as  regulating. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Murphy,  60  Ark.  333,  46  A.  S.  R. 
202,  30  S.  W.  419,  holding  that  sufficiency  of  delivery  to  carrier  may  be  regu- 
lated by  established  custom;  Mt.  Vernon  Co.  v.  Alabama  Q.  S.  R.  Co.  92  Ala. 
296,  8  So.  687,  holding  same. 
When  usages  and  customs  are  provable. 

Cited  in  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnston,  76  Ala.  596,  51  A.  R. 
489,  holding  evidence  of  custom  of  shipper  of  cattle  to  bed  cars,  admissible  to 
interpret  and  explain  his  contract;  Memphis  &,  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Graham,  94  Ala. 
545,  10  So.  283,  holding  parol  evidence,  inadmissible  to  show  that  employees 
habitually  violated  clearly  expressed  rule;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Cofer,  149  Ala. 
565,  43  So.  102,  holding  parol  evidence  of  custom,  admissible  to  explain  ambi- 
guity in  bill  of  lading;  Thompson  v.  Truesdale,  61  Minn.  129,  62  A.  S.  R.  679, 
63  X.  W.  259,  holding  evidence  of  custom  of  conductors  to  receive  detached 
coupons,  admissible  to  prove  their  authority  to  waive  condition  against  receipt 
of  coupons  when  detached. 

Distinguished  in  Shelby  Iron  Co.  v.  Dupree,  147  Ala.  602,  41  So.  182,  holding 
clear  and  unambiguous  written  contract,  not  open  to  explanation  or  addition 
by  proof  of  custom. 
What  necessary  to  validity  of  custom  or  usage. 

Cited  in  The  Dora  Mathews,  31  Fed.  619,  holding  usage  or  custom,  conflicting 
with  well-established  rules  of  law,  inoperative;  Haas  v.  Hudmon  Bros.  83  Ala« 
174,  3  So.  302;  Melbourne  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  88  Ala.  443,  6  So.  762, — 
holding  that  custom  to  be  binding  on  parties  must  be  uniform  and  long-estab- 
lished;  Columbus  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ludden,  89  Ala.  612,  7  So.  471,  holding  cus- 
tom of  railroad  to  give  notice  of  arrival  of  goods,  not  established  by  proof 
that  notice  was  given  occasionally. 
liiabllity  of  principal  for  acts  of  agent. 

Cited  in  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  v.  Thornton,  130  Ala.  222,  89  A.  S.  R.  30, 
55  L.R.A.  547,  30  So.  614  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  principal  to  rely 
upon  secret  limitations  upon  agent's  powers;  South  &  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  v. 
Huffman,  76  Ala.  492,  62  A.  R.  349,  holding  railroad,  liable  for  erroneous  advio« 
and  direction  given  by  its  agents  in  charge. 
Necessity  for  allegation  that  common  carrier  is  such. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Gerson,  102  Ala.  409,  14  So.  873,  hold- 
ing that  complaint  in  action  against  defendant  as  common  carrier  must  aver 
that  it  is  such. 
Correctness  of  Instructions. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  State,  77  Ala.  41;  Skelton  v.  State,  78  Ala.  35;  Vaughan 
V.  Williams,  78  Ala.  194, — holding  that  charges  should  be  confined  to  fact* 
which  evidence  tends  to  prove;  Rosser  v.  Timberlake,  78  Ala.  162,  holding  that 
charge,  any  of  whose  postulates  of  fact,  though  immaterial,  are  not  supported 
by  evidence,  is  erroneous;  Woodward  Iron  Co,  v.  Jones,  80  Ala.  1553,  holding 
same. 
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Presomptions  on  appeal  where  eTidence  is  not  all  brought  np. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Badders,  95  Ala.  348,  10  So.  422;  Sanders  t.  Edmonds,  98 
Ala.  167,  13  So.  606;  Brown  v.  Brown,  115  Ala.  696,  22  So.  998;  Mobile  &  K. 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Owen,  121  Ala.  605,  26  So.  612;  Sanders  v.  Stcen,  128  Ala.  633,  29 
So.  586, — presuming,  where  bill  of  exceptions  did  not  purport  to  set  out  all 
the  evidence,  that  rulings  of  trial  court  were  correct;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Philyaw,  88  Ala.  264,  6  So.  837,  holding  refusal  to  give  charge,  no  ground 
for  reversal,  unless  record  shows  affirmatively  that  there  was  evidence  tending 
to  prove  every  fact  as  to  which  it  raises  inquiry. 

49  AM.  RJBP.   59,  WARWICK  ▼.  STATB,   78  AliA.   486. 
Effect  of  escape  of  prisoner  on  his  right  of  appeal. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Georgia,  166  U.  S.  138,  41  L.  ed.  949,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  525, 
sustaining  state  court's  dismissal  of  escaped  prisoner's  appeal;  State  v.  Logan, 
125  Mo.  22,  28  S.  W.  176,  sustaining  trial  judge's  refusal  to  sign  bill  of  excep- 
tions of  escaped  prisoner,  who  had  already  appealed;  State  v.  Keebler,  145  N 
C.  660,  69  S.  E.  872,  13  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  496,  holding  that  appeal  of  escaped 
prisoner  will  be  dismissed. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  22  A.  S.  R.  920,  on  effect  of  prisoner  escaping  dur- 
ing appeal. 

Cited  in  note  in  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  922,  923,  924,  on  effect  of  escape  on  appeal 
from  conviction. 
Proof  of  ownership  in  criminal  prosecutions. 

Cited  in  James  v.  State,  77  Miss.  370,  78  A.  S.  R.  627,  26  So.  929,  holding  ^ 
that  corporate  existence  must  be  proved  if  property  is  owned  by  corporation. 

49  AM.  REP.  63,  RE  MOHR,  73  ALA.  508. 
Who  are  fugitives  from  Justice. 

Cited  in  Hyatt  v.  New  York,  188  U.'  S.  691,  47  L.  ed.  657,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
466  (affirming  172  N.  Y.  176,  92  A.  S.  R.  706,  60  L.R.A.  774,  64  N.  E.  826,  17  N. 
Y.  Crim.  Rep.  79),  holding  that  one  not  corporeally  present  in  demanding 
state  at  time  of  commission  of  crime  is  not  fugitive  from  justice;  Appleyard 
▼.  Massachusetts,  203  U.  S.  222,  51  L.  ed.  161,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  122,  7  A.  & 
£.  Ann.  Cas.  1073,  holding  that  one  may  be  fugitive  from  justice  though  he  had 
no  belief  that  he  had  committed  crime  when  leaving  demanding  state;  State  v. 
Hall,  116  N.  C.  811,  44  A.  S.  R.  601,  28  L.R.A.  289,  20  S.  E.  729,  holding  that 
one  only  constructively  present  in  state  where  crime  was  committed  cannot  be 
deemed  fugitive  from  justice. 

Cited  in  note  in  67  A.  D.  396,  on  who  are  fugitives  from  justice. 
What  matters  in  proceedings  for  extradition  are  reviewable  on  habeas 
corpus. 

Cited  in  Re  Cook,  49  Fed.  833;  State  ex  rel.  Munsey  v.  Clough,  71  N.  H.  694, 
«7  L.R.A.  946,  63  Atl.  1086;  Com.  v.  Trach,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  66;  People  ex  rel. 
Corkran  v.  Hyatt,  172  N.  Y.  176,  92  A.  S.  R.  706,  60  L.R,A.  774,  64  N.  E.  825, 
17  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  79, — holding  determination  by  governor  that  party  sought 
is  fugitive  from  justice,  reviewable  by  habeas  corpus ;  United  States  v.  Fowkes. 
49  Fed.  50,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R,  99,  holding  that  court  may  go  behind  indictment, 
found  without  hearing  or  binding  over,  and  discharge  party  if  prima  facie 
case  is  not  produced;  Barriere  v.  State,  142  Ala.  72,  39  So.  55,  holding  that 
party  may  show  that  offense  charged  is  not  crime,  that  process  is  void,  or 
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that  he  is  not  fugitive  from  justice;  Re  Waterman,  29  Nev.  288,  11  L.R.A(N.S.) 
424,  89  Pac.  291,  13  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Caa.  926,  holding  that  court  may  inquire 
into  legality  of  indictment  upon  which  requisition  is  based;  Poor  v.  Cudihee,  37 
Wash.  609,  79  Pac.  1105,  discharging  because  not  a  fugitive  from  justice,  party 
held  for  extradition. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.  D.  395,  as  to  whether  guilt  or  innocence  of  fugitive 
from  justice  will  be  inquired  into  on  habeas  corpus;  100  A.  S.  R.  38,  on  in- 
quiry  into  identity  of  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus  after  commitment  and  be- 
fore trial;  21  L.R A.. ( N.S. )  940,  on  right,  in  reviewing  extradition  proceedings, 
to  be  heard  upon  merits  of  charge. 
What  may  be  inquired  into  in  habeas  corpus  proceedings. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Bion,  59  Conn.  372,  11  L.R.A.  694,  20  Atl.  662,  holding 
mere  irregularities  or  questions  of  sufficiency  of  evidence,  not  reviewable  by 
habeas  corpus. 

EiXtradition  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  State,  165  Ala.  146,  46  So.  680,  holding  return  to  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  showing  demand  for  prisoner  by  executive  of  another  state, 
copy  of  indictment  and  warrant  duly  certified  with  warrant  of  local  executive 
prima  facie  case  for  detention. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  179,  on  proceedings  for  arrest,  deten- 
tion, and  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice. 

Cited  in  notes  in  57  A.  D.  393,  on  jurisdiction  of  courts  to  inquire  into  cause 
of  detention  of  fugitives  from  justice  in  another  state;  112  A.  S.  R.  124,  on 
^  necessity  for  pendency  of  charge  in  prosecution  against  accused  in  state  de- 
manding extradition;  112  A.  S.  R.  121,  on  necessity  for  showing  on  part  of 
state  demanding  extradition,  that  accused  is  fugitive;  28  L.R.A.  289,  to  point 
that  there  can  be  no  constructive  presence  in  demanding  state  so  as  to  justify 
extradition;  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  428,  on  right  of  court  of  asylum  state  to  examine, 
in  interstate  extradition  proceedings,  sufficiency  of  papers  charging  offense 
for  which  return  of  fugitive  is  demanded;  47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  657,  on  necessity  for 
extradition  purposes  of  actual  presence  of  accused  in  demanding  state. 
—  Burden  of  proof  on. 

Cited  in  Compton  v.  State,  162  Ala.  68,  44  So.  685,  holding  burden  on  one 
resisting  extradition  to  establish  that  he  is  not  fugitive  from  justice  or  that 
process  is  void;  Singleton  v.  State,  144  Ala.  104,  42  So.  23,  to  same  effect. 

49  AM.  REP.  71,  EX  PARTE  POWELL,  78  ALA.  517. 
What  constitutes  delivery  of  instrument. 

Cited  in  Redd  v.  State,  65  Ark.  475,  47  S.  W.  119,  holding  delivery  of  pardon 
to  accused's  attorney,  sufficient;  McCormick  v.  Joseph,  77  Ala.  236,  holding 
that  bill  of  lading  is  delivered  when  it  is  deposited  in  mail  properly  indorsed; 
Re  Williams,  149  N.  C.  436,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  238,  63  S.  E.  108,  holding  de- 
livery of  pardon  to  prisoner's  attorney  constructive  delivery  to  prisoner. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  239,  on  right  to  recall  pardon. 

49  AM.  REP.  78,  COLE  v.  SUPERIOR  GT.  68  CAL.  86. 
Employment  of  counsel  —  By  guardians. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Hill,  115  Cal.  143,  44  Pac.  336,  to  point  that  guardian  ad 
litem  may  employ  attorney  to  conduct  proceedings  on  ward's  behalf;    Lund's 
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Estate,  1  Cof.  Prob.  Dec.  Anno.  162,  holding  that  administratrix  has  no  power 
to  make  contract  with  attorney  for  payment  of  contingent  fee  to  him  out  of 
assets  of  estate;  Richardson  v.  Tyson,  110  Wis.  672,  84  A.  S.  R.  937,  86  N.  W. 
250,  holding  ward's  estate  liable  for  fees  of  attorney  employed  with  reasonable 
necessity  by  guardian  ad  litem. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  84  A.  S.  R.  948,  on  authority  of  guardian  ad 
litem. 

Cited  in  notes  in  97  A.  S.  R.  1002,  on  power  of  guardian  ad  litem  or  next 
iriend  to  contract  for  legal  services;  16  L.R.A.  607,  on  control  of  guardian  ad 
litem  or  next  friend  over  action. 

Distinguished  in  Schultheis  v.  Nash,  27  Wash.  260,  67  Pac.  707,  sustaining 
'Contract  made  by  guardian  to  pay  attorneys  one-half  of  what  they  might  re- 
cover for  ward  in  certain  action. 
—  By  administrators. 

Cited  in  Lund's  Estate,  Cof.  Prob.  Dec.   (Cal.)   172,  1  Cof.  Prob.  Dec.  Anno. 
152,   holding  that  attorney  employed  by   administrator   can   claim  only   such 
compensation  as  court  may  allow. 
Compensation  of  guardians. 

Cited  in  Walton  v.  Yore,  68  Mo.  App.  662,  holding  that  trial  court  should 
make  allowance  for  compensation  of  guardian  ad  litem;   Aronson  v.  Levison, 
148  Cal.  364,  83  Pac.  154,  on  same  point. 
Authority  to  hear  and  determine  as  conferring  Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Blevins  v.  Morledge,  6  Okla.  141,  47  Pac.  1068,  to  point  that  author- 
ity to  hear  and  determine  a  cause  is  the  equivalent  of  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  99  A.  D.  364,  on  what  matters  are  in  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  probate  court. 

49  AM.  REP.  88,  REIS  ▼.  liAWRENOS,  68  CAIi.   129. 
Estoppel  as  to  married  women  executing  deeds  as  If  single. 

Cited  in  Ramboz  v.  Stowell,  103  CaL  688,  37  Pac.  619,  holding  that  estoppel 
arises  where  married  woman  who  lived  apart  from  husband  and  represented 
herself  to  be  widow  executed  deed  as  if  single;  Hand  v.  Hand,  68  Cal.  136,  68 
A.  R.  6,  8  Pac.  706,.  holding  same,  where  she  lived  in  meretricious  relation  with 
man  to  whom  she  made  conveyance. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  10  A.  S.  R.  21,  on  application  of  estoppel  to  acts 
and  deeds  of  married  women;  12  A.  S.  R.  504,  on  running  of  limitations  against 
married  women;  43  A.  S.  R.  348,  as  to  whether  dower  is  extinguished  by  ju- 
dicial sale  against  husband  or  conveyance  by  him;  44  A.  S.  R.  641,  on  estoppel 
of  married  women. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.  S.  R.  183,  on  estoppel  of  wife  to  assert  coverture;  64 
A.  S.  R.  864,  on  effect  of  desertion  of  wife  on  her  property  rights  and  power  to 
contract,  etc.;  64  A.  S.  R.  870,  on  effect  of  husband's  desertion  on  wife's  power 
to  make  deed;  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  240,  on  husband  or  wife  as  witness  against 
other  in  criminal  case. 

49  AM.  REP.  92,  BANK  OF  SONOMA  COUNTY  ▼.  GOVE,  68  CAIj.  855. 
KIghts  of  transferee  of  over-due  commercial  paper. 

Cited  in  Koehler  v.  Dodge,  31  Neb.  328,  28  A.  S.  R.  618,  47  N.  W.  913;  Don- 
nerberg  v.  Oppenheimer,  16  Wash.  290,  46  Pac.  254, — holding  that  one  taking 
note  after  maturity  bona  fide  holder  for  value  takes  free  from  defenses ;  Symonds 
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V.  Riley,  188  Mass.  470,  74  N.  E.  926,  holding  same,  as  to  transferee  of  over- 
due check. 

Cited  in  notes  in  84  A.  D.  401,  on  who  is  bona  fide  purchaser  of  negotiable 
instrument  for  value;  46  L.R.A.  786,  on  rights  of  holder  of  negotiable  paper 
transferred  after  maturity  by  bona  fide  holder. 

49  AM.  KEP.  94,  BRTCE  t.  JOYNT,  6S  CAIj.  876. 

Entries  in  books  of  corporations  and  partnerships  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  National  Exp.  &  Transp.  Co.  v.  Morris,  15  App.  D.  C.  262,  holding 
entries  in  corporation's  books  inadmissible  to  prove  particular  person's  mem- 
bership therein. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  L.R.A.  834-836,  on  partnership  books  of  account  as  evi- 
dence to  prove  or  disprove  partnership. 
Function  of  conrt  upon  questions  of  proof. 

Cited  in  Webster  v.  San  Pedro  Lumber  Co.  101  Cal.  326,  35  Pac.  871,  holding 
that  question  of  sufficiency  of  preliminary  proof  is  matter  within  trial  court's 
discretion;  Dennis  v.  Kolm,  131  Cal.  91,  63  Pac.  141,  holding  it  for  court  to- 
determine  whether  there  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  partnership  relation. 

49  AM.  RGP.  96.  GGGERS  v.  HINK,  68  OAIi.  445. 
Infringement  of  trademarlcs  and  tradenames. 

Cited  in  Ball  v.  Siegel,  116  HI.  137,  56  A.  R.  767,  4  N.  E.  667,  holding  that 
there  is  no  infringement  where  ordinary  attention  enables  purchasers  to  dis- 
criminate between  respective  trademarks;  N.  K.  Fairbank  Co.  v.  Swift  &  Co. 
64  111.  App.  477,  holding  term  "cotosuet,"  no  infringement  of  "cottolene;*^ 
Mossier  v.  Jacobs,  66  111.  App.  671,  holding  term  "Six  Big  Tailors,"  an  in- 
fringement of  "Six  Little  Tailors." 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  421,  as  to  when  right  to  use  trademark 
is  protected. 

Cited  in  notes  in  85  A.  S.  R.  115,  on  trade  sign  as  trademark;  1  L.R.A.  46, 
as  to  when  equity  will  restrain  use  of  trademark;  17  L.R.A.  131,  on  refusal  of 
courts  to  protect  a  trademark  which  contains  a  fraud;  26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  83, 
on  right  to  protection  in  use  of  geographical  name. 

49  AM.  REP.  98,  SAN  FRANCISCO  v.  CENTRAL  P.  R.  CO.  68  CAL.  467* 
What  is  a  "roadway"  or  "road-bed." 

Cited  in  Santa  Clara  County  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  118  U.  S.  394,  30  L.  ed.  118^ 
6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1132,  holding  that  fences  between  railroad  and  land  of  coter- 
minous owner  are  not  part  of  "roadway;"  Standard  Life  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lang> 
ston,  60  Ark.  381,  30  S.  W.  427,  holding  ends  of  ties  of  unusual  length,  not  within 
"road-bed;"  San  Francisco  &  S.  J.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Stockton,  149  Cal.  83,  84 
Pac.  771,  holding  that  "roadway"  is  synonymous  with  right  of  way;  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Cass  County,  8  N.  D.  18,  76  N.  W.  239,  holding  that  "road- 
way" is  not  confined  to  strip  of  ground  on  which  main  line  is  located;  Shreveport 
V.  Shreveport,  107  La.  785,  32  So.  189,  holding  that  "road-bed"  is  foundation 
on  which  superstructures  of  railroad  rest. 

Cited  in  note  in  66  L.R.A.  37,  as  to  whether  railroad  right  of  way  is  real  estate 
or  personal  property. 
Construction  of  taxing  provisions. 

Cited  in  California  v.  Central  P.  R.  Co.  127  U.  S.  1,  32  L.  ed.  150,  2  Inters. 
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Com.  Rep.  153,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1073,  holding  steamboats,  used  in  transporting 
trains,  not  assessable  by  state  board  under  constitution  of  California;  Germania 
Trust  Co.  V.  San  Francisco,  128  Cal.  589,  61  Pac.  178;  San  Francisco  &  S.  J. 
Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Stockton,  149  Cal.  83,  84  Pac.  771, — in  construing  statutory  and 
constitutional  provisions  relating  to  taxation  of  railroads. 

Cited  in  notes  in  2  L.R.A.  189,  on  limitation  of  taxing  power  of  state  over 
railroads;  37  L.R.A.  518,  as  to  where  ships  are  taxable  as  between  different 
jurisdictions  within  same  state. 

49  AM.  REP.  100,  UNGER  T.  MOONEY,  63  OAIi.  686. 
Title  by  adverse  possession  and  prescription. 

Cited  in  Echols  v.  Hubbard,  90  Ala.  309,  7  So.  817;  Hoffman  v.  White,  90  Ala. 
354,  7  So.  816, — ^holding  that  period  of  adverse  possession  relied  on  need  not  be 
that  next  before  action  brought;  Trufant  v.  White,  99  Ala.  526,  13  So.  83,  hold- 
ing that  a  permissive  possession  following  upon  an  adverse  possession  may  revest 
title  in  original  owners;  Kearns  v.  McKean,  65  Cal.  411,  4  Pac.  404,  holding  that 
possession  of  one  entering  under  contract  of  purchase  cannot  be  adverse  unless 
manifested  to  vendor  to  be  so  by  unequivocal  acts;  Thomas  v.  England,  71  Cal. 
456,  12  Pac.  491,  holding  that  to  perfect  easement  by  occupancy,  its  enjoyment 
must  be  adverse,  continuous,  open  and  peaceable;  Oneto  v.  Restano,  78  Cal.  374, 
20  Pac.  743,  holding  that  the  use  must  be  adverse  and  continuous;  Roman  Cath- 
olic Archbishop  v.  Shipman,  79  Cal.  288,  21  Pac.  830,  holding  that  one  holding 
in  one  capacity  cannot  hold  adversely  to  himself  claiming  in  another  capacity; 
De  Frieze  v.  Quint,  94  Cal.  653,  28  A.  S.  R.  151,  30  Pac  1,  holding  that  pos- 
session must  be  suflBciently  open  and  notorious  to  notify  ordinarily  prudent  owner 
of  its  existence;  Bree  v.  Wheeler,  129  Cal.  145,  61  Pac  782,  to  same  point; 
Sullivan  v.  Zeiner,  98  Cal.  346,  20  L.R.A.  730,  33  Pac.  209,  to  point  that  acts 
constituting  adverse  use  must  be  such  as  to  support  cause  of  action;  Andrus  v. 
Smith,  133  Cal.  78,  65  Pac.  320,  holding  that  entry  under  deed  from  party  in 
possession  is  strong  evidence  of  adverse  claim;  Churchill  v.  Louie,  135  Cal.  608, 
67  Pac.  1052,  holding  that  plea  of  prescription  must  allege  a  use  adverse  to 
plaintiff  and  a  notice,  actual  or  constructive;  Montecito  Valley  Water  Co.  v. 
Santa  Barbara,  144  Cal.  578,  77  Pac.  1113,  holding  that  the  possession  need 
not  be  peaceable;  Nathan  v.  Dierssen,  146  Cal.  63,  79  Pac.  739,  holding  that 
payment  of  taxes  and  continuous  possession  protected  by  substantial  inclosure 
are  necessary  to  constitute  adverse  possession;  Bashore  v.  Mooney,  4  Cal.  App. 
276,  87  Pac.  553,  holding  open,  continuous,  notorious,  and  hostile  possession, 
sufficient;  Spotswood  v.  Spotswood,  4  Cal.  App.  711,  89  Pac.  362;  Alper  v.  Tor- 
mey,  7  Cal.  App.  8,  93  Pac.  402, — as  to  what  are  elements  of  title  by  pre- 
scription and  adverse  possession;  Steckter  v.  Ewing,  6  Cal.  App.  761,  93  Pac. 
286,  holding  that  though  possession  is  under  mistake  it  may  be  adverse;  Altschu) 
V.  O'Neill,  35  Or.  202,  58  Pac.  95,  holding  that  occupation  must  be  accompanied  by 
claim  of  ownership;  Peter  v.  Stephens,  11  Mont.  115,  28  A.  S.  R.  448,  27  Pac. 
403,  holding  same;  Converse  v.  Ringer,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  51,  24  S.  W.  705,  holding 
thai  possession  need  only  be  adverse  against  true  owner. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  95  A.  D.  209,  on  adverse  possession  as  defense  in 
ejectment  under  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  notes  in  28  A.  S.  R.  158,  on  necessity  for  notoriety  to  adverse  posses- 
sion; 15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1185,  on  meaning  of  term  "adverse  possession;"  15  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1189,  on  essential  elements  in  adverse  possession;  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1190. 
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on  exclusiveness  ajB  essential  element  in  adverse  possession;  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1187, 
1188,  on  necessity  of  entry  and  disseisin  to  found  title  by  adverse  possession. 

Distinguished  in  Barnes  v.  Daveck,  7  Cal.  App.  487,  94  Pac.  780,  holding  that 
to  establish  public's  right  to  highway  there  need  only  be  such  adverse  use  and 
occupation  as  are  inconsistent  with  owner's  right  to  claim  exclusive  use  of  land. 

—  Against  tenants  in  commoii. 

Cited  as  leading  case  in  Faubel  v.  McFarland,  144  Cal.  717,  78  Pac.  261,  hold- 
ing that  possession  of  one  tenant  in  common  is  possession  of  other  unless  notice, 
actual  or  constructive,  that  it  is  adverse  is  given. 

Cited  in  Price  v.  Hall,  140  Ind.  314,  49  A.  S.  R.  196,  39  N.  K  941;  Grubbs 
V.  Leyendecker,  163  Ind.  348,  63  N.  E.  940;  Ricker  v.  Butler,  45  Minn.  546,  48 
N.  W.  407;  MaxweU  v.  Higgins,  38  Neb.  671,  57  N.  W.  388,— holding  that  pos- 
session by  grantee  in  deed  from  one  tenant  in  common  purporting  to  convey  entire 
estate  establishes  a  possession  adverse  to  other;  Thompson  v.  Ferry,  6  Ariz. 
301,  56  Pac  741,  holding  same;  Tabler  v.  Peverill,  4  Cal.  App.  671,  88  Pac 
994;  Matlis  v.  Hosmer,  37  Or.  523,  62  Pac.  17, — ^holding  that  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon cannot  claim  adversely  to  other  unless  there  has  been  actual  or  constructive 
ouster;  Newman  v.  Bank  of  California,  80  Cal.  368,  13  A.  8.  R.  169,  5  L.ILA. 
467,  22  Pac.  261,  holding  that  judgment  in  favor  of  one  tenant  in  common 
against  adverse  claimant  makes  his  possession  relate  bade  to  commencement  of 
action  and  inure  to  benefit  of  cotenant;  Watson  v.  Sutro,  86  Cal.  500,  24  Pac 
172,  holding  possession  of  one  tenant  in  common  or  of  his  trustee,  possession  of 
other  cotenants;  Feliz  v.  Feliz,  105  Cal.  1,  38  Pac.  521,  holding  that  cotenant 
occupying  premises  under  open  and  notorious  elaim  of  exclusive  ownership  may 
acquire  title  by  adverse  possession;  Alvarado  v.  Nordholt,  96  Cal.  116,  30 
Pac.  211,  holding  same;  Roumillot  v.  Gardner,  113  Ga.  60,  53  L.RJL  729,  38 
8.  E.  362,  holding  that  entering  into  possession  of  cemetery  lot  and  erect- 
ing iron  fence  about  portion  claimed  constitute  ouster  of  others  claiming  to  be 
tenants  in  common  with  possessor;  Smith  v.  North  Canyon  Water  Co.  16  Utah, 
194,  52  Pac.  283,  holding  that  mere  adverse  possession  of  one  tenant  in  common 
will  not  operate  as  ouster  of  other  so  as  to  set  limitations  running. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  43  A.  S.  R.  310,  on  conveyance  of  entire  tract  by 
one  cotenant. 

Cited  in  note  in  109  A.  8.  R.  626,  on  character  of  notice  of  adverse  posseseioii 
by  one  tenant  in  common  against  cotenants. 

—  Knowledge  of  the  adverse  nser  or  possession. 

Cited  in  Winterburn  v.  Chambers,  91  Cal.  170,  27  Pac  668,  holding  that 
one  having  knowledge  of  another's  entry  is  chargeable  with  such  knowledge  as 
inquiry  would  lead  to;  Montecito  Valley  Water  Co.  v.  Santa  Barbara,  144  CaL 
578,  77  Pac.  1113,  charging  one  with  knowledge  of  adverse  user  where  means  of 
knowledge  were  open  to  him;  Gumsey  v.  Antelope  Creek  &  Red  Bluff  Water  Co- 
6  Cal.  App.  387,  92  Pac.  326,  holding  that  presumption  of  knowledge  follows  from 
open,  visible  and  notorious  possession. 
Possession  of  one  tenant  in  common  as  possession  of  others  generally. 

Cited  in  Schumacher  v.  Truman,  134  Cal.  430,  66  Pac.  691,  holding  that  pos> 
session  of  one  tenant  in  common  is  possession  of  other  as  regards  rule  charging 
purchaser  with  knowledge  of  equities  of  possessor. 

Cited  in  note  in  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  124,  125,  on  possession  of  land  by  cotenant 
as  notice  of  title 
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4»  AM.  REP.    107,   ODD  FEIiLOWS'  MUX.  AID  ASSO.   t.   JAMES,   63 

CAIi.  598. 
When  party,  otherwise  liable,  may  claim  exemption  from  liability. 

Cited  in  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Schuyler,  68  C.  C.  A.  409,  136  Fed.  1015,  holding 
that  carrier  to  be  exempt  from  liability  for  damages  caused  by  act  of  God  must 
be  without  fault;  Fairchild  v.  Hedges,  14  Wash.  117,  31  L.R.A.  861,  44  Pac 
126  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  county  treasurer  for  money  lost  by  bank 
failure. 

Cited  in  note  in  66  A.  R.  66,  on  liability  of  public  officer  for  loss  of  public 
funds  by  larceny. 

49  AM.  BEP.  118,  SBUTH  T.  SIMMONS,  103  Pa.  32. 

liiability  of  municipality  where  highway  is  rendered  unsafe  by  individual. 

Cited  in  Susquehanna  Depot  v.  Simmons,  112  Pa.  384,  56  A.  R.  317,  5  Atl. 
434,  17  W.  N.  C.  362,  holding  borough  granting  permit  to  lay  pipe  in  street, 
not  responsible  for  abuse  of  license  by  licensee;  Levenite  v.  Lancaster,  216  Pa. 
-676,  64  Atl.  782,  21  Lane.  L.  Rev.  169,  holding  city,  not  liable  for  negligence 
of  contractor  employed  by  landowner  to  make  sewer  excavation  in  street  under 
permit  from  city;  Allen  v.  East  Buffalo  Twp.  22  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  346,  holding  town, 
not  liable  for  injury  from  negligently,  but  recently,  filled  up  excavation  made  in 
street  by  abutting  owner;  Rech  v.  SQuth  Bethlehem,  10  North.  Co.  Rep.  230, 
holding  borough,  liable  to  one  injured  upon  building  material  left  unguarded  in 
street  for  unreasonable  time  by  abutting  owner  having  no  permit  from  borough. 
Xiiabillty  of  employer  for  acts  of  independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Farver,  111  Ind.  195,  60  A.  R.  696, 
12  N.  E.  296,  holding  employer,  not  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor  in  oper- 
ating portable  steam-engine  near  highway;  Edmundson  v.  Pittsburgh,  M.  &  Y.  R. 
-Co.  Ill  Pa.  316,  2  Atl.  404,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  299,  holding  that  railroad,  con- 
tracting to  have  its  road  constructed  by  another  to  whom  it  relinquished  full 
•control,  is  not  liable  for  his  negligence;  Minnich  v.  Lancaster  &  L.  R.  Co.  19 
Lane.  L.  Rev.  401,  to  point  that  employer  is  not  liable  for  negligence  of  inde- 
pendent contractor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  60  A.  R.  700,  on  liability  of  employer  for  act  of 
•contractor  claimed  to  be  nuisance. 

Cited  in  notes  in  54  A.  R.  91,  on  master's  liability  for  negligence  of  inde- 
pendent contractor;  22  A.  S.  R.  463,  on  when  relation  of  master  and  servant  ex- 
ists; 76  A.  S.  R.  401,  on  employer's  liability  for  negligence  and  other  torts  of 
independent  contractor  where  work  causes  a  nuisance;  65  L.R.A.  753,  on  master's 
liability  for  acts  of  independent  contractor  where  their  performance  will  neces- 
sarily create  nuisance;  65  L.R.A.  661,  on  nonliability  of  employer  for  negligence 
of  independent  contractor  in  work  performed  on  streets  and  highways;  66  L.R.A. 
642,  on  torts  of  independent  contractor  for  which  employer  is  not  bound  to  an- 
swer; 66  L.RA..  466,  on  inference  of  independence  of  contracts  by  persons  under- 
talcing  various  kinds  of  work  on  highways;  66  L.R.A.  606,  on  determining  nature 
of  contract  as  dependent  or  independent  with  reference  to  basis  on  which  com- 
pensation of  employee  is  calculated;  65  L.R.A.  456,  on  testing  character  of  con- 
tract as  that  of  an  independent  contractor  by  existence  or  absence  of  right  of 
•control  on  employer's  part. 

Distinguished  in  Read  v.  East  Providence  Fire  Dist.  20  R.  I.  674,  40  Atl. 
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760,  holding  owner,  liable  to  one  injured  by  collapse  of  tank  constructed  by  in- 
dependent contractor  but  of  which  owner  had  assumed  control. 
—  Mnniclpal  Uability. 

Cited  in  Herrington  v.  Lansingburgh,  36  Hun,  598,  holding  village,  not  liable 
for  negligence  of  contractor  in  doing  necessary  blasting  in  constructing  sewer; 
Heidenwag  v.  Philadelphia,  168  Pa.  72,  31  Atl.  1063,  36  W.  N.  C.  281,  holding 
city,  not  liable  for  injury  to  pedestrian  from  fall  of  scaffold  erected  upon  highway 
by  contractor. 

Distinguished  In  Dressell  y.  Kingston,  32  Hun,  533,  holding  city,  liable  to  one 
falling  into  unguarded  excavation  left  in  street  by  contractor  employed  to  grade 
it. 
Uses  to  which  streets  may  be  put. 

Cited  in  Costello  v.  State,  108  Ala.  45,  35  L.R.A,  303,  18  So.  820,  holding  fruit 
stand  upon  sidewalk,  indictable  nuisance;  Boy  den  v.  Walkley,  113  Mich.  609,  7l 
N.  W.  1099,  holding  that  city  may  authorize  construction  of  private  sewer  in  ita 
streets;  Wood  v.  McGrath,  150  Pa.  451,  16  L.R.A.  715,  24  Atl.  682,  23  Pittsb.  L. 
J.  N.  S.  63,  holding  that  city  may  authorize  private  person  to  lay  underdrain 
in  street  without  consent  of  owners  of  soil  thereof;  Middletown  Drainage  Co.  v. 
Middleton,  1  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  105,  holding  that  boroughs  may  permit  citizens 
to  dig  up  streets  to  lay  drainage  pipes. 

Distinguished   in  Van  Voorhis   v.   Pittsburg   &   C.   Street  R.   Co.   9   North. 
Co.  Rep.  122,  34  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  150,  holding  that  city  cannot  grant  railway 
a  franchise  for  feed  lines  on  street  not  included  in  diarter  route. 
Power  of  mnnicipality  to  enact  special  legislation. 

Cited  in  Qitt  v.  Hanover,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  606,  12  Lane.  L.  Rev.  372,  holding 
resolution  of  town  council  declaring  certain  tree  of  particular  citizen  a  nuisance,, 
void. 

49  AM.  REP.  116,  THOMPSON  t.  AliLEN,   lOS  PA.  44. 

Validity  of  conveyances  by  husband  to  vfite. 

Cited  in  Westmoreland  Guarantee,  Bldg.  &>  L.  Asso.  v.  Thomas,  34  Pittsb.  L. 
J.  N.  S.  13;  Reagle  v.  Reagle,  179  Pa.  89,  36  Atl.  191,  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
250, — ^holding  that  husband  may,  iinless  prejudicial  to  creditors,  make  volun- 
tary conveyance  directly  to  wife ;  Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rogers,  47  Fed.  148, 
to  same  eflFect;  Merritt  v.  Whitlock,  200  Pa.  50,  49  Atl.  786,  holding  that  portion 
of  land  owned  by  husband  and  wife  may  be  set  off  in  severalty  to  latter  by  parol 
partition ;  Lof tus  v.  Farmers'  &  M,  Nat.  Bank,  6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  340,  46  Phila.  Leg. 
Int.  46,  to  point  that  equity  will  sustain  husband's  deed  to  wife;  Hallowell  v. 
Knight,  34  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  273,  holding  unrecorded  conveyance  of  all  his  property 
by  solvent  husband  to  wife,  valid  as  against  subsequent  judgment  creditor; 
Albright  v.  Albright,  70  Wis.  528,  36  N.  W.  254,  sustaining  conveyance  made  to 
wife  by  husband  of  his  homestead. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  711,  on  validity  as  against  creditors  of 
husband's  voluntary  deed  to  wife;  6  A.  S.  R.  676,  on  conveyance  from  husband 
to  wife. 

Cited  in  notes  in  88  A.  D.  55,  on  direct  conveyance  from  husband  to  wife; 
14  A.  S.  R.  753,  on  what  creditors  may  attack  voluntary  transfer  as  fraudulent; 
90  A.  S.  R.  514,  on  validity  of  postnuptial  settlement  as  against  hubsand*8  cred> 
iters;  69  L.R.A.  357,  on  upholding  in  equity  conveyances  by  husband  to  wife. 
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4»  AM.  REP.   117,  MUIiDOOX  t.  RICKET,   103  PA.  110. 

Action  for  mallcions  prosecution  of  civil  suit. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Michigan  Buggy  Co.  175  111.  619,  67  A.  S.  R.  242,  51  N.  E. 
569,  holding  that  action  for  malicious  prosecution  of  civil  suit  by  summons  only 
will  not  lie;  Supreme  Lodge  A.  P.  L.  v.  Unverzagt,  76  Md.  104,  24  Atl.  323,  holding 
that  corporation  has  no  personal  character  to  be  injured  by  alleged  slanderous 
allegations;  Gunnis  v.  Cluff,  111  Pa.  512,  4  Atl.  920,  17  W.  N.  C.  203,  43  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  347;  Emerson  v.  Cochran,  111  Pa,  619,  4  Atl.  498,  17  W.  N.  C.  210, 
43  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  331,  to  point  that  malicious  abuse  of  civil  process  will  not 
support  action  unless  person  or  property  is  interfered  with;  Norcross  v.  Otis, 
152  Pa.  481,  34  A.  S.  R.  669,  25  Atl.  575,  23  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  257,  31  W.  N.  C. 
434,  to  point  that  mere  civil  suit,  however  malicious,  will  not  support  action  for 
damages;  Dyer  v.  Sharp  &  Co.  18  Phila.  407,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int  281,  2  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  216,  holding  common  law  action,  sustainable  for  malicious  use  of  attach- 
ment process. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  67  A.  S.  R.  247,  on  arrest  or  interference  with  prop- 
erty as  essential  element  of  malicious  prosecution. 

Cited  in  notes  in  44  A.  R.  346,  on  right  to  sue  for  malicious  prosecution  though 
no  arrest  or  seizure  of  property  was  made;  93  A.  S.  R.  468,  on  seizure  of  person 
or  property  as  essential  to  liability  for  malicious  prosecution  of  civil  action. 

Distinguished  in  Gundermann  v.  Buschner,  73  111.  App.  180;  Luby  v.  Bennett, 
111  Wis.  613,  87  A.  S.  R.  897,  56  L.R.A.  261,  87  N.  W.  804,— holding  that  civil 
action  wherein  defendant's  property  is  interfered  with  will  sustain  action  for 
malicious  prosecution;  Pope  v.  Pollock,  46  Ohio  St.  367,  15  A.  S.  R.  608,  4  L.R.A. 
255,  21  N.  E.  356,  holding  action,  sustainable  for  malicious  prosecution  of  action 
in  forcible  entry  and  detainer;  Lipscomb  v.  Shofner,  96  Tenn.  112,  33  S.  W.  818, 
holding  that  civil  suit  resulting  in  actual  damages,  though  neither  person  nor 
property  is  interfered  with,  will  support  action  for  malicious  prosecution. 
Recovery  for  depreciation  in  value  of  attached  property. 

Cited  in  Tisdale  v.  Major,  106  Iowa,  1,  68  A.  S.  R.  263,  75  N.  W.  663,  holding 
attachment  bond,  not  liable  for  depreciation  in  value  of  attached  realty,  occurring 
while  levy  remains  in  force;  McGonnigle's  Estate,  31  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  7,  hold- 
ing debtor  to  decedent  who  becomes  his  administrator  chargeable  with  interest 
until  debt  paid  or  its  amount  shown  to  be  in  his  hands  as  administrator. 

49  AM.  REP.  118,  DESMOND'S  APPEAL,  103  PA.  126. 
Infringement  of  trademark  or  tradename. 

Cited  in  Richter  v.  Anchor  Remedy  Co.  52  Fed.  455;  Heinz  v.  Lutz  Bros.  146 
Pa.  592,  23  Atl.  314,  29  W.  N.  C.  317,  22  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  266,— holding  that 
unless  trademarks  are  so  similar  in  appearance  as  to  mislead  public,  there  is  no 
infringement;  Clark  &  S.  Co.  v.  Scott,  4  Lack.  L.  News,  159,  holding  that  one 
cannot  use  his  own  name  in  such  manner  as  to  deceive  public;  Richter  Co,  v. 
Anchor  Remedy  Co.  23  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  91,  holding  trademark  consisting 
of  red  anchor  in  white  oval  space  not  violated  by  emblem  consisting  of  a 
blank  anchor;  Caffarelli  Bros.  v.  Western  Grocer  Co.  102  Tex.  104,  127  S.  W. 
1018,  holding  question  of  fact  whether  use  of  name  **New  Coon"  infringed  de- 
sign bearing  name  "Georgia  Coon." 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  49  A.  R.  96,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  trademark 
that  will  be  protected;  1  A.  S.  R.  421,  as  to  when  right  to  use  trademark  is 
protected. 
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49  A3I.  REP.  119,  COM.  t.  BRINGHURST,  lOS  PA.  134. 
Rlg:ht  of  stockholder  to  vote  by  proxy. 

Cited  in  McKee  v.  Home  Sav.  &  T.  Co.  122  Iowa,  731,  98  N.  W.  609,  to  point 
that  stockholder  cannot  vote  by  proxy  unless  statute  or  by-laws  so  authorize; 
Wilson  V.  American  Academy  of  Music,  18  Phila.  352,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int  86, 
2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  280,  holding  by-law  allowing  voting  by  proxy,  valid;  Detwiller  v. 
Com.  25  W.  N.  C.  329,  to  same  point. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  54  A.  S.  R.  753,  on  right  to  vote  corporate  stock 
by  proxy;  43  A.  S.  R.  152,  on  voting  by  proxy. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  L.R.A.  521,  on  right  of  shareholders  to  vote  by  proxy;  29 
L.R.A.  844,  on  right  to  vote  by  proxy  in  private  corporation. 
Constrnctlon  of  grants  of  corporate  rights. 

Cited  in  Coe  v.  Leckrone  Coke  Co.  30  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  113,  to  point  that  grants  of 
corporate  rights  must  be  strictly  construed. 

49  AM.  REP.  121,  SMITH  t.  NATIONAL  Ij.  INS.  OO.  103  PA.  177. 
Construction  of  insurance  contracts. 

Cited  in  Reynolds  v.  Maryland  Casualty  Co.  30  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  456;  Qerz 
V.  American  Relief  Co.  23  Lane.  L.  Rev.  339,  16  Pa.  Dist.  R.  248,— holding  that 
contract  of  insurance  will  be  construed  most  favorably  to  insured. 

Mode  of  obtaining  paid  up  policy. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  4  A.  S.  R.  224,  on  effectuality  of  request  for  paid- 
up  policy  made  after  default  in  payment  of  premiums. 

Cited  in  notes  in  80  A.  S.  R.  348,  on  necessity  of  surrender  of  old  policy  to 
obtaining  of  paid-up  policy;  15  L.R.A.  451,  on  paid  up  and  nonforfeiting  policies 
of  life  insurance. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  or  contradict  writing. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Payne,  114  Pa.  67,  6  Atl.  340,  18  W.  N.  C.  385,  44  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  69;  English  v.  Hager,  119  Pa.  533,  13  Atl.  481,  21  W.  N.  C.  297,— to 
point  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  contradict  writing  only  where  chan- 
cellor would  reform  it;  McLaughlin  y.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  38  Neb.  725, 
57  N.  W.  557,  holding  that  all  previous  verbal  understandings  are  merged  in 
written  contract  of  insurance. 

49  AM.  REP.  126,  PEOPLE'S  BANK  v.  LEGRAND,  108  PA.  309. 
Appropriation  of  bank  deposits  to  payment  of  notes. 

Cited  in  Merchants  &  P.  Bank  v.  Meyer,  56  Ark.  499,  20  S.  W.  406,  holding 
bank,  not  required  to  apply  to  part  payment  of  note  money  deposited  after  its 
maturity;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Peltz,  176  Pa.  613,  53  A.  S.  R.  686,  36  L.R.A.  832, 
35  Atl.  218,  38  W.  N.  C.  444,  to  same  point;  Davenport  v.  State  Bldg.  Asso.  126  Ga. 
136,  115  A.S.R.68,8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  944,  54  S.  E.977,7  A.  &  E.Ann.  CaB.  1000.  hold- 
ing sureties,  not  released  by  bank's  failure  to  apply  to  note  held  by  it  sufficient 
deposit  of  principal  held  at  note's  maturity;  Lamb  v.  Morris,  118  Ind.  170,  4 
L.R.A.  Ill,  20  N.  E.  746,  to  point  that  depositor  may  check  out  his  entire  bal- 
ance though  bank  holds  notes  on  which  he  is  surety;  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Elliott- 
9  Kan.  App.  797,  59  Pac.  1102,  holding  sureties,  not  released  by  bank's  failure 
to  apply  to  note  held  by  it  deposits  made  after  its  maturity;  First  Nat.  Bank 
\.  Zahm,  110  Pa.  188,  1  Sadler  (Pa.)  79,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  154,  16  W.  N.  C. 
552,  20  Atl.  718,  holding  same  as  to  guarantors. 
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Distinguished  in  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Henninger,  105  Pa.  496,  holding 
that  bank  having  sufficient  funds  of  maker  must,  in  favor  of  indorsers,  appro- 
priate same  to  payment  of  note. 
Discharge  of  surety. 

Cited  in  Campbell  v.  Floyd,  153  Pa.  84,  25  Atl.  1033,  32  W.  N.  C.  1,  23  Pittsb. 
L.  J.  N.  S.  304,  holding  that  extension  of  time  will  not  discharge  surety  unless 
it  be  for  definite  period  and  on  sufficient  consideration. 

Cited  in  notes  in  115  A.  S.  R.  99,  on  duty  of  creditor  to  surety  where  he  has 
property  or  funds  of  principal  in  his  possession;  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  946,  on  effect 
upon  surety  or  indorser,  of  bank's  failure  to  apply  principaPs  deposit  account 
upon  note;  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  539,  on  effect  of  holder's  failure  to  pay  note  out  of 
assets  in  bis  hands  to  release  indorser. 

49  AM.  lUBP.  180,  ENTERPRISE  TRANSIT  CO.  t.  SHEEDT,   108  PA. 

492. 
Power  of  officer  over  certificate  of  acknowledgment. 

Cited  in  Durham  v.  Stephenson,  41  Fla.  112,  25  So.  284,  holding  that  officer 
cannot,  after  certificate  of  acknowledgment  ^s  accepted,  make  new  one  without 
acknowledgment  by  grantor. 

Cited  in  note  in  22  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  217,  on  right  to  attach  or  correct  certificate 
of  acknowledgment  after  its  date. 

49  AM.  REP.  181,  JOHNSON  t.  HULINGS,  103  PA.  498. 
Illegality  in  contracts. 

Cited  in  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Central  Transp.  Co.  171  U.  S.  138,  43 
L.  ed.  108,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  808  (reversing  65  Fed.  158),  to  point  that  property 
delivered  under  illegal  contract  is  not  recoverable  if  recourse  must  be  had  to  con- 
tract; Doyle  V.  Franks,  71  Kan.  640,  81  Pac.  211,  holding  lien  for  repairs  made 
on  building,  not  defeated  by  illegal  use  to  which  it  was  put;  Randall  v.  Tuell,  89 
Me.  443,  38  L.R.A.  143,  36  Atl.  910,  holding  that  unlicensed  innholder  cannot  re- 
cover for  lodging;  Rothwell  r.  Gibson,  121  Mo.  App.  279,  98  S.  W.  801,  holding 
that  broker  who,  in  acting  without  written  authority,  committed  misdemeanor 
cannot  recover  commissions;  Allen  v.  Line,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  517  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  question  as  to  when  a  demand  connected  with  illegal  transac- 
tion can  be  enforced;  Merriam  v.  Public  Grain  &  Stock  Exch.  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
478,  holding  money  voluntarily  paid  upon  illegal  stock  transaction,  not  re- 
coverable; Peet  V.  Knight,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  445;  Lee  v.  Drake,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  276; 
Benar  v.  Lippus,  25  Lane.  L.  Rev.  300,  18  Pa.  Dist.  R.  241;  Peters  v.  Grim,  30  W. 
T^.  C.  177,  24  Atl.  192, — ^to  point  that  courts  will  not  enforce  claims  resting  upon 
Illegal  foundation;  Curry  v.  Morrison,  40  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  301,  holding  that  surety 
r>n  note  given  by  purchasing  partner  cannot  claim  exemption  of  liability  on  note 
because  of  illegal  combination  between  partners  in  obtaining  license. 

Oted  in  note  in  113  A.  S.  R.  726,  on  rule  of  pari  delicto. 

Distinguished  in  Morse  v.  Maurer,  35  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  196,  holding  that  owner 
of  building  must  pay  contractor  though  work,  as  a  whole,  is  in, violation  of  law. 
—  Contracts  of  unlicensed  brokers. 

Cited  in  Yount  v.  Denning,  52  Kan.  629,  35  Pac.  207;  Buckley  v.  Humason, 
r,0  Minn.  195,  36  A.  S.  R.  637,  16  L.R.A.  423,  52  N.  W.  385;  Jadwin  v.  Hurley, 
36  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  104;  Sprague  v.  Reilly,  ?4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  332;  Shaw's  Estate, 
IC  Pa.  Dist.  R.  185;  Stevenson  v.  Ewing,  87  Tenn.  46,  9  S.  W.  230,— holding 
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contract  by  unlicensed  broker  for  compensation,  void;  Robinson  v.  Garvey,  2S 
Lane.  L.  Rev.  357,  holding  contract  by  stock  broker  who  had  not  paid  licens* 
tax,  void;  O'NeiU  v.  Sinclair,  153  111.  525,  39  N.  E.  214  (affirming  54  Dl.  App. 
298),  holding  contract  by  one  not  purporting  to  be  regular  broker,  enforceable 
though  he  had  no  license;  Angell  v.  Van  Schaick,  56  Hun,  247,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  568, 
on  right  of  broker  who  had  not  procured  license  to  recover  compensation. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  59  A.  S.  R.  301,  on  validity  of  contracts  under  un- 
licensed dealings. 

Cited  in  notes  in  93  A.  D.  172,  on  who  are  brokers  other  than  stockholders; 
117  A.  S.  R.  507,  on  enforceability  of  contracts  made  in  violation  of  license  laws; 
16  L.R.A.  424,  on  effect  of  failure  to  procure  license  for  business  on  contracts 
of  agents,  brokers  etc.;  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  615,  on  validity  of  contracts  in  violation 
of  statute  regulating  and  licensing  trade  and  occupation  of  broker. 

Distinguished  in  Yedinskey  v.  Strouse,  42  W.  N.  C.  12,  6  Pa,  Super.  Ct.  587, 
holding  contract  by  one  not  purporting  to  be  regular  broker,  enforceable  though 
he  had  no  license. 

Denied  in  Ober  v.  Stephens,  54  W.  Va.  354,  46  S.  E.  195,  holding  contract  by 
unlicensed  real  estate  broker,  not  absolutely  void. 

—  Contracts  of  foreign  corporations  not  authorized  to  do  business. 
Cited  in  Pittsburgh  Constr.  Co.  v.  West  End  Belt  R.  Co.  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1145, 

83  C.  C.  A.  501,  154  Fed.  929  (affirming  151  Fed.  125);  Buffalo  Refrigerating 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Penn  Heat  &  Power  Co.  102  C.  C.  A.  196,  178  Fed.  696;  Pittsburgh 
Constr.  Co.  v.  West  Side  Belt  R.  Co.  16  Pa.  Dist.  R.  670;  Phcenix  Silk  Mfg  Co. 
V.  Reilly,  187  Pa.  526,  41  Atl.  523;  Delaware  River  Quarry  &  Constr.  Co.  v. 
Bethlehem  &  N.  Street  R.  Co.  7  North.  Co..  Rep.  337,— -holding  contract  made  by 
foreign  corporation  which  had  not  complied  with  statutory  requirements,  void; 
West  Jersey  Ice  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Armour,  12  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  443;  Chicago  Bldg.  & 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Myton,  24  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  16;  Citizens'  Trust  &  Surety  Co.  v.  McCanna 

6  F.  Co.  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  25, — holding  contracts  of  foreign  corporations  which  have 
not  complied  with  statutory  prerequisites  to  doing  business,  void;  McCanna  &  F. 
Co.  V.  Citizens  Trust  &  Surety  Co.  35  L.R.A.  236,  24  C.  C.  A.  11,  39  U.  S.  App. 
332,  76  Fed.  420  (affirming  74  Fed.  597),  holding  same;  Washburn  Mill  Co.  v. 
Bartlett,  3  N.  D.  138,  54  N.  W.  544,  holding  to  the  contrary;  Western  Massachu- 
setts Mut  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Girard  Point  Storage  Co.  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  54,  19  Pa  Co. 
Ct.  112,  holding  that  foreign  insurance  corporation,  not  complying  with  state's 
laws,  cannot  enforce  its  contracts  in  state's  courts. 

—  Validity  on  doctrine  of  estoppel. 

Cited  in  Swing  v..Munson,  191  Pa.  582,  71  A.  S.  R.  772,  58  L.R.A.  223,  43  At!. 
342,  holdings  doctrine  of  estoppel,  inapplicable  to  contracts  void  on  grounds 
of  public  policy;  Delaware  River  Quarry  &  Constr.  Co.  v.  Bethlehem  &  N.  Street 
R.  dk).  7  North.  Co.  Rep.  337,  holding  same  as  to  contracts  of  foreign  corporati(ms 
doing  business  without  compliance  with  statutory  requirements;  Reed  v.  Johnson, 
27  Wash.  42,  57  L.R.A.  404,  67  Pac.  381,  holding  that  validity  cannot  be  given 
to  illegal  contract  by  estoppel. 
Proof  of  illegality  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Delaware  River  Quarry  &  Constr.  Co.  v.  Bethlehem  &  N.  Street  R.  Co. 

7  North.  Co.  Rep.  337,  holding  it  immaterial  whether  illegality  of  contract  ap- 
pears in  plaintiff's  or  defendant's  case;  Phoenix  Silk  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Reilly,  43  W.  K. 
C.  136,  41  Atl.  523,  holding  that  foreign  corporation  must  show  as  part  of  ita 
case  that  it  was  entitled  to  do  business  within  state. 
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49  AM.  HEP.  186,  SAIiE  t.  FIRST  REGUIiAR  BAPTIST  CHURCH,  62 

IOWA,  26,   17  N.  W.  148. 
Church  gOTernment. 

Cited  in  Fadness  v.  Braumborg,  73  Wis.  257,  41  N.  W.  84,  holding  that  lawful 
and  orderly  dismissal  of  one  minister  and  employment  of  another  does  not  op- 
erate as  wrongful  exclusion  of  minority  who  adhere  to  former  minister. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  S.  R.  257,  on  liability  of  trustees  of  religious 
society  for  expulsion  from  church  organization. 

Cited  hi  notes  in  69  A.  D.  677,  on  validity  of  adjudications  and  other  proceed- 
ings of  voluntary  associations;  50  A.  R.  313,  on  right  of  member  of  voluntary 
association  to  a  hearing  before  expulsion. 
—  Interference  with  by  courts. 

Cited  in  Hundley  v.  Collins,  131  Ala.  234,  90  A.  S.  R.  33,  32  So.  575,  holding 
that  mandamus  does  not  lie  to  restore  expelled  member  to  membership  in  church; 
State  ex  rel.  Hatfield  v.  Cummins,  171  Ind.  112,— L.R.A.(N.S.)— 85  N.  E.  359 
holding  that  mandamus  does  not  lie  to  restore  minister  to  his  clerical  rights; 
Reinke  v.  German  Evangelical  Luthem  Trinity  Church,  17  S.  D.  262,  96  N.  W.  90, 
holding  church  not  liable  to  action  for  damages  by  member  excommunicated  by 
assembled  congregation;  Nance  v.  Busby,  91  Tenn.  303,  15  L.R.A.  801,  18  S.  W. 
874,  holding  that  courts  will  not  review  excommunication  of  member  by  ma- 
jority of  members  voting  at  conference  of  congregational  church. 

Cited  in  notes  in  7  A.  S.  R.  163,  on  jurisdiction  of  courts  over  voluntary  asso- 
ciations; 7  A.  S.  R.  166,  on  jurisdiction  of  courts  to  interfere  concerning  expul- 
sion of  members  of  voluntary  association;  90  A.  S.  R.  41,  on  jurisdiction  over 
religious  societies;  100  A.  S.  R.  739,  on  jurisdiction  of  civil  courts  over  expul- 
sion of  church  members;  49  L.R.A.  386,  on  basis  of  court's  jurisdiction  over  eo- 
desiastical  controversies. 

49  AM.  REP.  138,  HAUGHETt.  HART,  62  IOWA,  96,  17  N.  W.   189. 
Liability  of  owner  for  condition  of  premises  abutting  on  highway. 

Cited  in  Crogan  v.  Schiele,  53  Conn.  186,  55  A.  R.  88,  1  Atl.  899,  holding  that 
owner  who  throws  open  to  public  space  between  building  and  street  must  keep 
same  free  from  dangers;  Muir  v.  Thixton,  M.  &  Co.  119  Ky.  753,  78  S.  W.  466, 
holding  one,  not  liable  where  horse  strayed  from  highway  and  was  drowned  in 
cistern  on  his  premises. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  94  A.  S.  R.  824,  on  liability  of  property  owner  for 
injury  by  falling  into  excavation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  79  A.  D.  703,  on  liability  of  individuals  for  failure  to  maintain 
guards  around  excavations  at  roadside;  103  A.  S.  R.  268,  on  uses  for  which  street 
must  be  fitted;  26  LJR.A.  688,  on  duty  as  to  uninclosed  property  lying  open  be- 
side highway  or  frequented  path;  13  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1127,  on  duty  of  owner  of  land 
which  licensees  are  accustomed  to  cross,  to  guard  against  injuries  in  consequence 
of  changes  in  the  conditions. 
lilability  for  injury  to  or  by  animals  running  at  large. 

Cited  in  Nocks  v.  Whiting,  126  Iowa,  405,  106  A.  S.  R.  371,  102  N.  W.  109. 
holding  town,  liable  for  injury  horse  received  while  running  at  large  on  defective 
street;  Heist  v.  Jacoby,  71  Neb.  395,  88  N.  W.  1058,  holding  owner  of  young  hogs 
not  responsible  for  their  frightening  traveler's  horse  while  wandering  across  higb- 
way. 

Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XIX.— 47. 
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Cited  in  reference  note  in  30  A.  S.  R.  64,  on  liability  of  landowner  for  injury  t« 
stock. 

Cited  in  note  in  81  A.  6.  R.  448,  on  liability  of  owners  of  cattle  ranging  over 
uninclosed  land. 

49  AM.  REP.  141,  QUINN  T.  SHIEIjDS,  62  IOWA,  120,  17  N.  W.  4S7. 
What  trusts  are  charitable. 

Cited  in  Phillips  v.  Harrow,  93  Iowa,  92,  61  N.  W.  434,  holding  trust  for  benefit 
of  public  library  conducted  by  private  corporation  without  gain,  is  charitable. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  L.RA.  106,  on  gifts  designed  to  promote  public  good  as  con* 
stituting  charities. 
Necessity  for  certainty  In  charitable  trust. 

Cited  in  Grant  v.  Saunders,  121  Iowa,  80,  100  A.  S.  R.  310,  95  N.  W.  411,  sus- 
taining bequest  to  trustee  for  benefit  of  poor  to  be  selected  by  him;  Atwater  v. 
Russell,  49  Minn.  67,  61  N.  W.  629,  holding  particular  trust  deed,  not  void  for 
uncertainty;  Haynes  v.  Carr,  70  N.  H.  463,  49  Atl.  638,  sustaining  bequest  to 
be  expended  as  trustees  shall  determine  for  benefit  of  poor  of  state  and  for  chari- 
table and  educational  purposes;  Webster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  67  A.  R.  278, 
28  N.  W.  353.  sustaining  bequest  to  such  needy  relatives,  "not  in  very  comfort- 
able circumstances,"  as  executor  may  select. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  499  A.  R.  334,  as  to  what  charitable  and  religious 
trusts  are  valid;  50  A.  R.  219,  on  sufficiency  of  discription  of  donee  of  chari- 
table trust;  1  A.  S.  R.  416,  on  validity  of  devises  and  bequests  to  charitable  uses. 

Cited  in  notes  in  48  A.  R.  420,  on  certainty  of  beneficiary  in  charitable  trust; 
12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1179,  on  validity  of  devise  or  bequest  for  charitable  purposes 
which  leaves  selection  of  objects  of  charity  and  beneficiaries  entirely  to  discre- 
tion of  executor  or  trustee;  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  130,  132,  136,  on  validity  of  bequest 
for  charity  or  religion  leaving  selection  of  beneficiaries  to  trustees;  5  E.  R.  C.  577, 
on  validity  of  bequest  in  trust  for  charitable  purposes. 
Creation  of  trusts. 

Cited  in  Parkhill  v.  Doggett,  135  Iowa,  113,  112  N.  W.  189,  holding  that  devise 
in  trust  for  benefit  of  minors  vests  legal  title  in  trustee. 

Cited  in  note  in  106  A.  S.  R.  505,  on  general  requirements  of  precatory  terms 
in  order  to  create  precatory  trusts. 

Distinguished  in  Maxwell  v.  Wood,  133  Iowa,  721,  111  N.  W.  203,  holding  that 
intention  to  create  trust  must  be  clearly  manifested  by  language  used. 
When  subscribing  witnesses  to  will  are  ''interested.'* 

Cited  in  Will  v.  Sisters  of  Order  of  St.  Benedict,  67  Minn.  335,  69  N.  W.  1090, 
sustaining  legacy  to  religious  corporation  passing  under  will  witnessed  by  mem- 
ber thereof,  though  statute  declared  legacies  to  subscribing  witnesses  void. 

Cited  in  note  in  77  A.  S.  R.  465,  on  competency  of  witness  to  will  as  affected 
by  interest. 
Estoppel  to  deny  organization  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Cedar  Rapids  Water  Co.  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  118  Iowa,  234,  91  N.  W. 
1081,  to  point  that  defendant  in  action  by  corporation  cannot  plead  defects  in  its 
organization  or  forfeiture  of  its  franchises* 
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49  AM.  KEP.  146,  STATE  t.  SHOEMAKER,  62  IOWA,  343,  17  N.  W. 
689. 

Wife's  prenuptial  pregnancy. 

Cited  in  Wallace  v.  Wallace,  137  Iowa,  37,  126  A.  S.  R.  253,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
544,  114  N.  W.  627,  holding  husband's  right  to  divorce  because  of  wife's  preg» 
nancy  by  another  before  marriage,  not  defeated  by  his  own  prenuptial  illicit  rela- 
tions with  her. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  5  A.  S.  R.  98,  on  liability  of  one  marrying  a  woman 
he  knows  pregnant  by  another  for  support  of  child. 

Cited  in  note  in  126  A.  S.  R.  272,  on  proof  of  illegitimacy  of  child  born  in  wed- 
lock. 

Nature  of  bastardy  proceedings. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Hawk  v.  Harris,  112  Iowa,  589,  84  N.  W.  681,  to  point 
that  object  of  bastardy  proceedings  is  to  secure  maintenance  of  child. 

49  AM.  REP.  148,  THOMAS  t.  STETSON,  62  IOWA,  687,  17  N.  W.  751. 
Implied  powers  of  partners. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  65  C.  C.  A.  406,  131  Fed.  422 
(affirming  132  Fed.  296),  holding  that  partner  cannot  bind  firm  by  giving  note 
in  firm  name  to  pay  individual  debt;  Eady  v.  Newton  Coal  &  Lumber  Co.  123 
Ga.  557,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  660,  61  S.  E.  661,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Caa.  148,  holding  void, 
an  agreement  by  partner  to  accept  from  purchaser  from  firm  payment  in  goods 
furnished  by  him  for  partner's  private  use;  Brewster  v.  Reel,  74  Iowa,  606,  38 
N.  W.  381,  holding  that  partner  cannot  convey  firm  property  to  pay  copartner's 
debt  without  consent  of  latter;  Janney  v.  Springer,  78  Iowa,  617,  16  A.  S.  R. 
460,  43  N.  W.  461,  holding  that  firm  may  recover  firm  property  used  by  partner 
to  pay  individual  debt. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  7  A.  S.  R.  41,  on  authority  of  partner  to  apply  claim 
of  firm  to  payment  of  his  individual  debt. 

49  AM.  REP.   162,  ROGERS  t.  COX,  96  IND.   157. 
Revocabillty  of  licenses. 

Cited  in  Ferguson  v.  Spencer,  127  Ind.  66,  26  N.  E.  1036;  Greenwood  Lake  & 
Pt.  J.  R.  Co.  V.  New  York  &  G.  L.  R.  Co.  134  N.  Y.  435,  31  N.  E.  874,— holding 
that  license  originally  revocable  becomes  irrevocable  through  expenditures  of 
money  by  licensee ;  Strosser  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  100  Ind.  443 ;  Oster  v.  Broe,  161  Ind.  113, 
64  N.  E.  918,— to  same  point;  De  Graffenried  v.  Savage,  9  Colo.  App.  131,  47  Pac. 
S02,  holding  license,  irrevocable  after  entry  and  expenditure  of  money;  Parish  v. 
Kaspare,  109  Ind.  586,  10  N.  E.  109,  holding  mere  naked  license,  revocable;  Barrow 
V.  Terre  Haute  &  L.  R.  Co.  107  Ind.  432,  8  N.  E.  167;  Robinson  v.  JThrailkill,  110 
Ind.  117,  10  N.  E.  647, — holding  license  founded  on  consideration,  irrevocable; 
Kibbey  v.  Richards,  30  Ind.  App.  101,  96  A.  S.  R.  333,  65  N.  E.  641,  holding  li- 
cense, revocable  when  not  supported  by  consideration. 

Cited  in  notes  in  81  A.  D.  374;  31  A.  S.  R.  719;  16  E.  R.  C.  81, — on  revocability 
of  license;  4  L.R.A.  276,  on  license  to  use  land;  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1003,  on  time 
for  removal  of  building  after  revocation  of  parol  license. 

Distinguished  in  Thorn  v.  Wilson,  110  Ind.  324,  59  A.  R.  209,  11  N.  E.  230, 
holding  grantee  of  right  tojbuild  a  second  story  of  abuilding  takes  no  interest  in 
the  freehold;  Spacy  v.  Evans,  152  Ind.  431,  62  N.  E.  606,  holding:  license  to  cut 
standing  trees  revoked  by  death  of  licensor. 
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Right  of  vendee  to  enter  on  vendor's  land  to  remove  purchased  property. 

Cited  in  Brush  Electric  Co.  v.  California  Electric  Light  Co.  3  C  C  A.  368, 
7  U.  S.  App.  409,  52  L.  ed.  945,  to  point  that  vendee  may  enter  on  vendor's  land 
to  remove  purchased  property. 
Right  of  lessee  to  remove  fixtures. 

Cited  in  Hertzberg  v.  Witte,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  320,  54  S.  W.  921,  holding  that 
parties  may  by  special  agreement  vary  rule  that  lessee  loses  right  to  remove  fix- 
tures by  renewing  lease  without  reserving  such  right. 

Cited  in  notes  in  5  L.H.A.  161,  on  agreement  between  parties  as  to  fixtures;  13d 
A.  S.  R.  684,  on  creation  and  conveyance  of  easements  appurtenant. 

"What  is  personalty. 

Cited  in  Malott  v.  Price,  109  Ind.  22,  9  N.  E.  718,  holding  that  mill  which  erec- 
tor has  right  to  remove  is  personalty;  Binkley  v.  Forkner,  117  Ind.  176,  3  L.R.A. 
33,  19  N.  E.  753,  to  point  that  chattel,  though  annexed  to  building,  may,  as  be- 
tween parties  to  agreement,  remain  personalty;  Horn  v.  Indianapolis  Nat.  Bank, 
125  Ind.  381,  21  A.  S.  R.  231,  9  L.R.A.  676,  25  N.  E.  558,  holding  that  buildings 
may  be  personalty  tnough  afllxed  to  soil;  Adams  v.  Tully,  164  Ind.  292,  73  N.  £• 
595,  holding  that  tenant  may  replevin  building  erected  under  agreement  that  be 
may  remove  it. 

49  AM.  REP.  156,  STANDARD  OHi  CO.  v.  COAIBS,  06  IND.  170. 
Sitns  of  property  for  purposes  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  Theobald  v.  Clapp,  43  Ind.  App.  191,  87  N.  E.  100,  holding  notes  and 
mortgages  of  nonresident  taxable  in  state  where  he  lives;  Brown  County  v.  Stand- 
ard Oil  Co.  103  Ind.  302,  2  N.  E.  758,  holding  that  property  intended  for  transpor- 
tation, but  held  in  one  place  for  purposes  distinct  therefrom  is  taxable  there; 
Clampitt  v.  Johnson,  i7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  281,  42  S.  W.  866,  holding  cattle  tem- 
porarily transferred  from  dry  county  to  another  county  for  pasturage,  liable  to 
taxation  in  latter;  Kelley  v.  Rhoads,  9  Wyo.  352,  87  A.  S.  R.  596,  63  Pac  935, 
holding  sheep  grazing  while  being  transported  on  hoof  from  one  state  to  another, 
liable  to  state  taxation. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  8  A.  S.  R.  521,  on  where  personal  property  taxable. 

Cited  in  notes  in  60  L1.R.A.  661,  on  taxation  of  traffic  in  transit. 

Distinguished  in  Senour  v.  Ruth,  140  Ind.  318,  39  N.  E.  946,  holding  notes  held 
by  non-resident  against  resident  secured  by  mortgage  upon  land  in  debtor's  state, 
not  taxable  there. 
Proper  exercise  of  police  power. 

Cited  in  Hockett  v.  State,  105  Ind.  250,  55  A.  R.  201,  6  N.  E.  178,  holding  that 
state  may  regulate  telephone  company's  charges. 

49  AM.  REP.  161,  COLES  v.  PECK,  96  IND.  388. 
Enforcement  of  arbitration  provisions  of  contract. 

Ctted  m  Castle  Creek  Water  Co.  v.  Aspen,  76  C.  C.  A.  516,  8  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
060,  146  Fed.  8;  Bristol  v.  Bristol  &  W.  Waterworks,  19  R.  1. 413,  32  L.R.A.  740,  34 
Atl.  359, — holding  that  equity  will  grant  relief  where  through  fault  of  one  party 
arbitration  provision  of  contract  by  city  to  purchase  waterworks  is  inoperative; 
Cherryvale  Water  Co.  v.  Cherryvale,  65  Kan.  219,  69  Pac.  176,  to  same  effect; 
Herrman  v.  Babcock,  103  Ind.  461,  3  N.  E.  142;  Schneider  v.  Hildenbrand,  14  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  34,  36  S.  W.  784, — ^holding  that  where  lessor  agreed  to  convey  to  let« 
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«ee  at  price  to  be  determined  by  arbitrators  and  then  refused  to  name  arbitrator, 
equity  may  enforce  conveyance;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  2 
C.  C.  A.  174,  10  U.  S.  App.  98,  61  Fed.  309,  holding  rule  that  equity  will  not 
enforce  agreement  to  arbitrate,  inapplicable  to  contracts  of  which  arbitration 
provisions  are  not  of  essence;  Springer  v.  Borden,  154  III.  668,  39  N.  E.  603, 
holding  that  equity  may  fix  value  of  property  as  basis  for  rent  where  periodical 
re- valuations  cannot  be  secured  in  mode  contemplated  by  lease;  Lingeman  v. 
Shirk,  15  Ind.  App.  432,  43  N.  E.  33,  to  point  that  party  preventing  appraisal 
by  failure  to  act  cannot  complain  that  value  was  not  determined  in  mode  agreed 
on;  Kaufmann  v.  Liggett,  209  Pa.  87,  103  A.  S.  R.  988,  67  L.R.A.  353,  58  AtL 
129,  holding  that  equity  may  fix  rent  for  renewed  term  of  lease  if  arbitrators 
provided  for  fail  to  do  so;  Cooke  v.  Miller,  25  R.  I.  92,  54  Atl.  927,  1  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Gas.  30,  holding  that  equity  may  intervene  when  arbitrators  appointed  to 
determine  value  of  buildings  erected  by  lessee  cannot  agree. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  103  A.  S.  R.  999,  on  lessee's  right  to  equitable  relief 
where  lessor  refuses  to  join  in  arbitration  to  fix  price  of  building  erected 
by  former;  1  A.  S.  R.  83,  on  lessee's  power  to  relieve  himself  of  covenants  of 
lease. 

Distinguished  in  Shirk  v.  Lingeman,  26  Ind.  App.  630,  59  N.  E.  941,  holding 
contract  for  exchange  of  lands,  broken  where  one  party  performed  on  his  part  and 
other,  who  was  to  act  through  referee,  failed  to  perform. 

Specific  performance  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Mathews,  53  Fla.  776,  44  So.  146,  on  question  when  specific 
performance  of  contracts  will  be  enforced. 

Amonnt  in  controversy. 

Cited  in  Wysor  v.  Johnson,  1  Ind.  App.  419,  27  N.  E.  655,  holding  that  amount 
in  controversy  may  be  increased  by  insufficiently  pleaded  cross-demand ;  Jeffer- 
sonville,  M.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Harrold,  3  Ind.  App.  592,  30  N.  E.  158,  holding  that 
amount  in  controversy  is  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

Distinguished  in  Pickett  v.  Hollingsworth,  6  Ind.  App«  436,  33  N.  E.  911,  hold- 
ing that  amount  in  controversy  on  appeal  settles  question  of  jurisdiction. 

40  AM.  REP.  168,  TERRE  HAUTE  &  I.  R.  CO.  v.  BUCK,  96  IND.  346. 
What  is  proximate  canse  of  injury. 

Cited  in  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Laack,  143  111.  242,  18  L.R.A.  215,  32  N. 
E.  285;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Creighton,  63  III.  App.  165,— holding  that  original 
wrong  may  be  proximate  cause  of  a  particular  injury  which  could  not  have  been 
foreseen;  Bloom  v.  Franklm  L.  Ins.  Co.  97  Ind.  478,  49  A.  R.  469,  holding  that  in- 
sured died  while  violating  law,  where  he  was  killed  by  husband  of  woman  whom 
he  assaulted;  National  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Grauman,  107  Ind.  288,  7  N.  E.  233,  hold- 
ing that  death  results  from  physical  injury,  where  injury  causes  apoplexy  which 
produces  death;  Alexander  v.  New  Castle,  115  Ind.  51,  17  N.  E.  200,  holding  town, 
not  liable  to  officer  thrown  into  excavation  in  highway  by  prisoner  whom  he  had 
in  charge;  Goshen  v.  England,  119  Ind.  368,  5  L.R.A.  253,  21  N.  E.  977,  hold- 
ing in  action  for  injury  received  on  defective  highway,  evidence  of  condition  of 
limb  and  of  breaking  and  resetting  it,  admissible;  Louisville  &  J.  Ferry  Co.  v. 
Nolan,  135  Ind.  60,  34  N.  E.  710;  Indianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Waddington,  169 
Ind.  448,  82  N.  E.  1030, — holding  that  refinements  and  subtleties  as  to  causa- 
tion will  not  be  indulged  in;  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Perriguey,  138 
Ind.  414,  34  N.  E.  233,  holding  original  cause  not  proximate  cause  if  another 
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^  sufficient  and  independent  cause  intervenes;  CJoy  v.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.  146 
Ind.  655,  36  L.RwA.  535,  46  N.  E.  17,  holding  sickness  and  death  of  children  du* 
to  failure  of  natural  gas  supply,  elements  of  damages  in  action  for  such  failure; 
Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Schmidt,  163  Ind.  360,  71  N.  E.  201,  holding  railway 
liable  where  car  ran  off  track,  throwing  plaintiff  on  floor  and  other  passengers 
on  top  of  him,  thus  causing  injury;  Davis  v.  Mercer  Lumber  Co.  164  Ina  413,  75- 
N.  E.  899,  holding  it,  not  essential  to  wrongdoer's  liability  that  he  should  have 
anticipated  precise  injury  sustained;  Knights  &  Ladies,  C.  I.  O.  v.  Shoaf,  166  Ind. 
367,  77  N.  E.  738,  holding  that  death  arises  from  pregnancy,  when  party  dies  of 
puerperal  septicemia;  Chicago  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Dinius,  170  Ind.  222,  84  N.  E.  9, 
holding  person  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  their  negligence  where  injury 
therefrom  might  reasonably  have  been  apprehended;  Noblesville  Gas  &  Improv. 
Co.  V.  Teter,  1  Ind.  App.  322,  27  N.  E.  63,  holding  one  diging  ditch  in  highway, 
liable  where  cow  lawfully  allowed  to  run  at  large  fell  into  it  when  driven  from  an- 
other's lands;  Davis  v.  Williams,  4  Ind.  App.  487,  31  N.  E.  204,  holding  owner  of 
carcass  of  dog  placed  in  highway  by  boys,  not  liable  for  injury  to  horse  fright- 
ened thereby;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  37  Ind.  App.  617, 
75  N.  E.  857,  holding  wrongdoer,  not  relieved  from  liability  by  intervening  agen- 
cy which  he  might  have  foreseen;  Cole  Bros.  v.  Wood,  11  Ind.  App.  37,  36  N.  E. 
1074,  to  same  poix^t;  Claypool  v.  Wigmore,  34  Ind.  App.  35,  71  N.  E.  509,  deny- 
ing recovery  to  one  who  walked  into  open  elevator  shaft  upon  her  companion 
throwing  open  partly-opened  door;  Huntington  Light  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  Beaver,  37 
Ind.  App.  4,  73  N.  E.  1002,  holding  gas  company  negligently  permitting  gas  to 
flow  into  building,  liable  for  damages  resulting  upon  its  being  negligently  ignited 
by  plumber;  Koch  v.  Fox,  71  App.  Div.  288,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  913,  to  point  party 
whose  negligence  causes  another  to  become  insane  liable  for  his  death  caused  by 
his  own  act;  Eskildsen  v.  Seattle,  29  Wash.  583,  70  Pac.  64,  holding  city,  liable 
where  boy's  foot  was  caught  in  defect  in  highway  near  railroad  traok  and  held 
until  run  over  by  train. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  A.  R.  162,  on  necessity  that  negligence  be  proximate  cause 
of  injury  to  give  right  of  action  for  damages. 

—  Gjection  from  train  as. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis,  P.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Pitzer,  109  Ind.  179,  58  A.  R.  387,  6 
N.  E.  310,  holding  railroad  liable  where  trespassing  child,  after  being  put  off 
train  at  distance  from  his  home,  was  killed  by  another  train;  New  York,  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Doane,  115  Ind.  435,  7  A.  S.  R.  451,  1  L.R.A.  157,  17  N.  E.  913, 
holding  railroad,  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  passenger  while  finding  her  way 
to  station  from  point  at  which  she  was  discharged. 

Cited  in  note  in  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1179,  on  what  injuries  may  be  deemed  proximate 
result  of  discharging  passenger  at  improper  place  or  one  not  his  destination. 

—  For  injury  by  fire. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Nitsche,  126  Ind.  229,  22  A.  S.  R. 
582,  9  L.R.A.  750,  26  N.  E.  51,  holding  one  guilty  of  positive  negligence  in  set- 
ting out  fire  liable  for  damages  to  remote  property  to  which  fire  spread ;  Chicago 
St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Barnes,  2  Ind.  App.  213,  28  N.  E.  328,  holding  railroad,  liable 
where  fire  escapes  from  right  of  way  to  adjoining  land  and  cattle  wander  into  it ; 
Reid  V.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  10  Ind.  App.  385,  53  A.  S.  R.  391,  35  N.  E.  703, 
holding  carrier  that  had  contracted  against  fire  loss,  not  liable  for  loss  from 
fire  communicated  from  buildings  adjoining  its  tracks,  thou^  it  was  negligent 
in  forwarding  shipment. 
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—  Injuries  aggraTated  by,  or  causing,  disease  or  other  disability. 

Cited  in  Denver  v.  Hyatt,  28  Colo.  129,  63  Pac.  403;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Falvey,  104  Ind.  409,  3  N.  E.  389;  Louisville,  N.-  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones, 
108  Ind.  551,  9  N.  E.  476, — ^holding  that  damages  may  be  recovered  for  aggrava- 
tion of  pre-existing  disease;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  117  Ind. 
435,  10  A.  S.  R.  60,  3  L.R.A.  434,  20  N.  E.  284,  holding  same,  where  plaintiff  suf- 
fered from  Bright's  disease;  Fell  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  44  Fed.  248,  admitting 
evidence  of  rupture  which  aggravated  mental  suffering  caused  by  ejection  from 
train;  Crane  Elevator  Co.  v.  Lippert,  11  C.  C.  A.  521,  24  U.  S.  App.  176,  63  Fed. 
942,  holding  wrongdoer,  liable  for  injury  from  fall  though  presence  of  tuberculous 
germs  in  plaintiff's  system  aggravated  it;  Guenther  v.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  23 
App.  D.  C.  493,  holding  that  one  whose  wrong  hastens  death  which  would  oth- 
erwise certainly  result  from  existing  disease  is  liable  therefor;  Brunker  v.  Cum- 
mins, 133  Ind.  443,  32  N.  E.  732,  holding  that  one  whose  negligence  aggravates 
existing  injury  is  liable  therefor;  Delaney  v.  Modern  Acci.  Club,  121  Iowa,  528, 
63  L.R.A.  603,  97  N.  W.  91,  holding  that  injury  which  brings  on  fatal  disease  is 
cause  of  death;  Lapleine  v.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  40  La.  Ann.  661,  1 
LJI.A.  378,  4  So.  875,  holding  defendant,  liable  for  entire  damage  resulting  from 
injury,  though  same  was  aggravated  by  latent  hereditary  hysterical  diathesis; 
Seckinger  v.  Philibert  &  J.  Mfg.  Co.  129  Mo.  690,  31  S.  W.  957,  holding  it,  for 
jury  to  say  whether  consumption  which  developed  after  plaintiff -was  struck  by 
stick  was  caused  thereby;  Mac  Donald  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  219  Mo. 
468,  118  S.  W.  78,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  810,  holding  that  injury  which 
in  all  probability  brought  on  fatal  disease  is  cause  of  death;  Basham  v.  Ham- 
mond Packing  Co.  107  Mo.  App.  542,  81  S.  W.  1227,  holding  master,  liable  to 
infirm  servant  injured  through  his  negligence,  though  healthy  servant  would  not 
have  been  injured;  Arnold  v.  Maryville,  110  Mo.  App.  254,  85  S,  W.  107,  to  point 
that  disease  resulting  from  personal  injuries  may  be  shown  as  damages;  Bat- 
ton  V.  Public  Service  Corp.  75  N.  J.  L.  857,  127  A.  S.  R.  855,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
640,  69  Atl.  164,  holding  that  if  act  of  deceased  in  attending  to  household  du- 
ties did  cause  hemorrhage  which  was  immediate  cause  of  death,  question  whether, 
it  was  such  negligent  act  as  to  defeat  recovery  was  for  jury. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  51  A.  R.  722,  on  liability  for  personal  injury  en- 
hanced by  predisposition  to  disease;  10  A.  S.  R.  66,  as  to  whether  disease  of  per- 
son injured  or  killed  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  defense  or  to  mitigate  damages. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  S.  R.  829,  on  predisposition  to  disease  as  defense  against 
liability  for  injury  due  to  wrongful  act;  16  L.R.A.  269,  on  liability  for  causing 
death  of  diseased  person. 

—  Hastening  death  of  mortally  injured  person  by  accidentally  adminis- 

tering poison. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  91  Ala.  496,  11  L.R.A.  146,  8  So. 
406,  holding  that  mortal  injuries  occasioned  by  negligence  create  liability  for  re- 
sulting death,  though  death  was  hastened  by  poison  taken  as  medicine  by  mistake. 
liiability  for  injury  aggravated  by  party's  own  subsequent  negligence. 

Cited  in  Sanderson  v.  Holland,  39  Mo.  App.  233,  holding  it,  no  answer  that 
plaintiff's  n^ligence,  subsequent  to  injury,  aggravated  it. 

Care  required  of  carriers  of  passengers. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  107  Ind.  442,  57  A.  R.  120, 
8  N.  E.  18,  holding  that  carriers  must  use  highest  degree  of  care;  Citizens  Street 
R.  Co.  V.  Twiname,  111  Ind.  687,  13  N.  E.  55,  holding  that  street  railway  owes 
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passengers  highest  degree  of  care  and  skill;  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  ▼.  Hoffbauer, 
23  Ind.  App.  614,  56  N.  E.  54,  holding  that  it  must  use  every  reasonable  precau- 
tion; Louisville  &  J.  Ferry  Co.  v.  Nolan,  135  Ind.  60,  34  N.  E.  710,  holding  car- 
rier,  responsible  to  passengers  for  slightest  negligence;  Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  Robinson,  157  Ind.  414,  61  N.  E.  936,  holding  railway,  liable  for  injury  received 
by  one  upon  crowded,  defective  station  platform;  Romine  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H. 
R.  Co.  24  Ind.  App.  230,  56  N.  E.  245,  holding  that  carriers  must  use  very  high  de- 
grees of  care ;  Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Worthington,  30  Ind.  App  663,  96  A.  S. 
R.  355,  65  N.  E.  557,  to  same  point. 

Cited  in  notes  in  7  A.  S.  R.  831,  832,  on  carrier's  duty  to  inform  passenger, 
where  information  would  tend  to  prevent  exposure  to  danger  and  injury;  I  L.R.A. 
158,  on  negligence  regarding  stations. 

—  As  to  alighting  of  passengers. 

Cited  in  Montgomery  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Mason,  133  Ala.  508,  32  So.  261,  holding 
street  railway,  liable  to  passenger  injured  in  stepping  from  car  onto  pile  of 
lumber;  Richmond  Gty  R.  Co.  v.  Scott,  86  Va.  902,  U  S.  E.  404,  holding  same, 
where  passenger  stepped  into  excavation;  White  Water  R.  Co.  v.  Butler,  112 
Ind.  598,  14  N.  E.  599,  holding  that  passenger  has  right  to  be  discharged  at 
regular  depot;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  113  Ind.  544,  14  N.  E. 
572,  holding  railroad,  liable  where  conductor,  as  train  started,  violently  pulled 
off  passenger  who  was  about  to  alight;  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wingate, 
143  Ind.  125,  37  N.  E.  274,  holding  that  passenger  must  be  given  sufficient  time 
to  alight  from  train;  Ohio  &  M  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  5  Ind.  App.  560,  32  N.  E.  809, 
holding  same;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lucas,  119  Ind.  583,  6  LJLA.  193, 
21  N.  E.  968;  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Athon,  6  Ind.  App.  295,  51  A.  S.  R. 
303,  33  N.  E.  469, — ^holding  that  carrier  must  use  utmost  care  to  set  passenger 
down  safely;  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wimmer,  72  Kan.  566,  4  L.ILA..(N.S.) 
140,  84  Pac.  378,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  756,  holding  same;  lx>uisville,  N.  A.  &  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Holsapple,  12  Ind.  App.  301,  38  N.  E.  1107,  holding  that  trains  must  \ye 
stopped  at  regular  stations  and  at  safe  places  for  alighting;  Union  Traction 
Co.  V.  Siceloff,  34  Ind.  App.  511,  72  N.  E.  266,  holding  that  conductor  of  street 
car  must  ascertain  whether  passenger  has  alighted  before  starting  car. 

Distinguished  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Rose,  40  Ind.  App.  240, 
79  N.  E.  1094,  holding  carrier,  not  liable  to  passenger  injiu-ed  by  stepping  on 
banana  peel,  dropped  on  step  of  coach  by  stranger. 

—  As  to  entering  of  cars  by  passengers. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheek,  152  Ind.  663,  53  N.  E.  641,  holding  that 
carrier  must  provide  suitable  means  for  passengers  to  enter  cars;  Cleveland,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Wade,  18  Ind.  App.  346,  48  N.  E.  12,  holding  that  unless 
train  is  brought  to  full  stop  at  station  platform  there  is  no  invitation  extended 
to  enter  it. 
Contributory  negligence  of  passenger. 

Cited  m  Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Carper,  112  Ind.  26,  2  A.  S.  R.  144,  IS 
N.  E.  122,  holding  that  passenger  may  act  on  instructions  of  servant  of  car- 
rier unless  it  is  manifestly  imprudent  to  do  so;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Bisch, 
120  Ind.  549,  22  N.  E.  662,  denying  recovery  to  passenger  injured  while  on  plat- 
form of  train,  voluntarily  and  against  instructions  of  operatives. 

Cited  in  notes  in  17  L.R.A.  76,  on  effect  of  contributory  causes  on  liabllitj 
for  negligently  causing  death. 
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<— In  alightiiig. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  59  Ark.  122,  26  S.  W.  593,  hold- 
ing that  passenger  may  assume  that  railroad  has  provided  safe  place  to  alight; 
Chicago  &  J.  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Lloyd,  129  111.  App.  156,  holding  it  not  negligence 
per  se  for  passenger  to  alight  from  moving  street  car;  Hooks  v.  Alabama  &  V. 
R.  Co.  73  Miss.  145,  18  So.  925,  holding  that  passenger  may  assume  that  point 
at  which  train  is  stopped  after  annoiucement  of  station  is  place  to  alight;  McGec 
V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  92  Mo.  208,  1  A.  S.  R.  706,  4  S.  W.  739,  holding  one,  not 
negligent  in  stepping  from  train  at  point  which  he  had  reason  to  believe  was 
regular  station;  Wolf  v.  Chicago  «&  N.  W.  R.  Co.  131  Wis.  335,  111  N.  W.  514, 
holding  one  who,  upon  stopping  of  train  after  brakeman's  calling  station,  stepped 
out  upon  trestle,  not  necessarily  negligent. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  154,  on  passenger  alighting  at  night  where 
train  stops  after  running  by  station  as  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  in  50  A.  R.  277,  on  liability  of  railway  company  for  injury 
to  passenger  in  alighting,  due  to  the  position  of  the  train  at  the  station;  2 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  116,  on  passenger's  right  to  assume  that  car  will  stop  at  proper 
place  for  alighting.  ^ 

—  In  boarding  car. 

Cited  in  Cicero  &  P.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Meixner,  160  111.  320,  31  LJIA.  331,  43 
N*.  £.  823,  holding  it  not  negligence  per  se  to  board  moving  electric  car;  Cit- 
izens' Street  R.  Co.  v.  Twiname,  111  Ind.  587,  13  N.  E.  55,  holding  that  pas- 
sengers may  enter  car  which  appears  to  be  ready  to  start. 
Burden  of  proof  —  In  actions  against  carriers. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  117  Ind.  435,  10  A.  S.  R. 
60,  3  L.R.A.  434,  20  N.  E.  284;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hendricks,  128 
Ind  462,  28  N.  E.  58;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  141  Ind.  533,  37 
N.  E.  343;  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Quinkert,  2  Ind.  App.  244,  28  N.  E.  338,— 
holding  burden,  on  carrier  to  explain  injury  received  by  passenger,  and  to  prove 
its  freedom  from  negligence;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Newell,  104  Ind.  264, 
54  A.  R.  312,  3  N.  E.  836,  holding  same  where  rail  broke  derailing  car;  I^ouis- 
ville,  N.  A.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  107  Ind.  442,  57  A.  R.  120,  8  N.  E.  18,  hold- 
ing same  where  bridge  broke;  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Sheeks,  155  Ind.  74, 
56  N.  E.  434,  holding  that  fact  of  injury  to  passenger  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  carrier's  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  A.  S.  R.  491,  on  accident  to  passenger  as  evidence  of  neg- 
ligence. 

Distinguished  in  Yerkes  v.  Sabin,  97  Ind.  141,  49  A.  R.  434,  upon  point  that 
carriers  are  prima  facie  liable  for  injuries  to  passengers;  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R. 
Co.  V.  Clem,  123  Ind.  15,  18  A.  S.  R.  303,  7  LJI.A.  588,  23  N.  E.  965,  holding 
t]iat  no  presumption  of  negligence  upon  railroad's  part  arises  from  happening 
of  railroad  crossing  accidents. 

—  In  actions  against  telegraph  companies. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Scircle,  103  Ind.  227,  2  N.  E.  604,  holding 
that  burden  of  explaining  unreasonable  delay  in  delivery  of  telegram  devolves 
on  telegraph  company. 
Qnestions  for  Jnry. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Mercer  Lumber  Co.  164  Ind.  413,  73  N.  E.  899;  Continental 
Casualty  Co.  v.  Lloyd,  165  Ind.  52,  73  N.  E.  824,— holding  that  ordinarily  ques- 
tion of  proximate  cause  is  for  jury;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Klitch, 
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11  Ind.  App.  290,  37  N.  E.  560,  holding  that  question  of  contributory  negligence 
or  of  prosimata  cause  is  ordinarily  for  jury;  Terre  Haute  v.  Constans,  26  Ind. 
App.  421,  59  N.  E.  1078,  holding  that  question  as  to  contributory  negligence  id- 
one  for  jury  in  case  of  defective  iiighway;  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Quin- 
kert,  2  Ind.  App.  244,  28  N.  E.  338,  holding  same  in  case  of  passenger  injured 
on  train;  Hoggart  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  3  Ind.  App.  437,  29  X.  E.  941, 
holding  same  in  case  of  horses  frightened  at  railroad  crossing;  Louisville,  X. 
A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hobbs,  3  Ind.  App.  445,  29  N.  E.  934,  holding  same  in  case  of 
brakeman  falling  between  cars;  Romine  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  24  Ind. 
App.  230,  56  N.  E.  245,  holding  same  where  passenger's  hand  was  caught  id 
door;  Brown  v.  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  43  Ind.  App.  560,  88  N.  E.  80,  hold- 
ing that  question  of  proximate  cause  of  injury  may,  under  evidence,  be  question 
of  fact  for  jury,  or  question  of  law  for  court;  Indiana  Car  Co.  v.  Parker,  lOO 
Ind.  181,  holding  that  where  case  is  properly  submitted  to  jury  appellate  court 
will  not  interfere. 

49  AM.  R£P.  185,  HARTFORD  T.  STATE,  96  IND.  461. 
What  publications  are  libelous. 

Cited  in  Patchell  v.  Jaqua,  6  Ind.  App.  70,  33  N.  E.  132,  holding  publicatioit 
tending  to  degrade  and  disgrace,  one,  libelous. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  8  A.  S.  R.  695,  on  libel  as  provocation  for  libel. 

Cited  in  notes  in  104  A.  S.  R.  144,  on  application  of  doctrine  of  privilege  to 
matters  in  self-defense;  28  L.R.A.  723,  on  mutual  vituperation  or  defamation  as 
affecting  remedy  for  libel. 
Admissibility  of  CTidence  in  mitigation  of  damages  from  libel. 

Cited  in  Fish  v.  St.  Louis  County  Printing  &  Pub.  Co.  102  Mo.  App.  6,  Ti 
S.  W.  641,  holding  evidence  of  counter  libelous  articles,  admissible  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damages. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  80  A.  S.  R.  538,  on  evidence  of  provocation  in  libA 
case. 
What  constitutes  invasion  of  functions  of  Jury. 

Cited  in  Unruh  v.  State,  105  Ind.  117,  4  N.  E.  453;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Bid- 
die,  27  Ind.  App.  161,  59  N.  E.  284, — disapproving  instruction  that  jury  "should 
consider  witness's  interest  in  weighing  his  testimony;  Bird  v.  State,  107  Ind. 
154,  8  N.  E.  14,  holding  it  error  to  instruct  that  jury  are  bound  to  consider  ac 
cused's  interest  in  prosecution  in  weighing  his  testimony;  Rhea  v.  United  States, 
6  Okla.  249,  50  Pac.  992,  upon  same  question;  Duvall  v.  Kenton,  127  Ind.  178, 
26  N.  E.  688,  disapproving  instruction  that  jury  "should"  consider  character  and 
interest  of  expert  witnesses;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Hunsley,  23  Ind.  App.  37,  54 
N.  E.  1071,  disapproving  instruction  that  jury  "should"  in  weighing  testimony 
consider  witness's  intelligence. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  814,  on  right  to  instruct  jury  as  to  credit 
to  be  given  testimony  of  accused  due  to  his  relation  to  the  case. 

Distinguished  in  Deal  v.  State,  140  Ind.  354,  39  N.  E.  930,  approving  instruc- 
tion that  jury  "should"  take  into  account  interest  of  witness  in  weighing  bis 
testimony. 

49  AM.  REP.  188,  HART  T.  STATE,  15  TEX.  APP.  209. 
Admissibility  of  demonstratlTe  eTldence. 

Cited  in  Hess  v.  Lowrey,  122  Ind.  225,  17  A.  S.  R.  355,  7  L.RJL  90,  23  N.  E^ 


Digitized  by 


Google 


747  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  [168-1^8 

156,  holding  that  plaintifT  in  action  for  unskilful  treatment  may  exhibit  his 
injured  shoulder  to  jury;  Jackson  v.  State,  28  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  370,  19  Am.  St. 
Rep.  839,  13  S.  W.  451,  holding  that  alleged  stolen  sack  may  be  submitted  to 
jury's  inspection;  Rodriquez  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  259,  22  S.  W.  978, 
holding  that  bullet  taken  from  body  of  deceased  may,  with  gun,  be  exhibited  to 
jury;  Ledbetter  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  195,  32  S.  W.  903,  holding  branded 
hide  of  cow,  admissible  in  evidence  on  trial  for  theft  of  cow. 

Cited  in  note  in  50  A.  R.  156,  on  power  of  court  to  compel  complainant  in 
action  for  personal  injuries  to  submit  to  surgical  examination. 
—  Clothing. 

Cited  in  Levy  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  203,  19  A.  S.  R.  826,  12  S.  W.  596;  Friz- 
zel  V.  State,  30  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  42;  Mitchell  v.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  170,  41 
S.  W.  816;  Barkman  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  105,  52  S.  W.  73;  Cordes  v. 
State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  204,  112  S.  W.  943;  Johnson  v.  State,  44  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  332,  71  S.  W.  25, — ^holding  clothing  worn  by  deceased  admissible  in  evi- 
dence on  trial  for  homicide;  Bryant  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  107,  to  point  that 
blood  bespattered  clothing  of  accused  may  be  exhibited  to  jury. 
iiclmissibillty  of  experimental  evidence. 

Cited  in  Healey  v.  Bartlett,  73  N.  H.  110,  59  Atl.  617,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
413,  holding  that  experimental  evidence  which  is  relevant  to  issue  is  admissible 
if  it  tends  to  aid  jury,  and  this  is  question  of  fact. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  60  A.  R.  470,  on  admissibiliiy  of  experimental 
targets  to  show  nature  of  wound  in  murder  trial;  57  A.  R.  766,  on  admissibil- 
ity of  specimens  of  materials  in  trial  of  manslaughter  by  use  of  defective  ma- 
terials in  building. 
Right  to  contradict  answers  given  on  cross  examination. 

Cited  in  Rainey  v.  State,  20  Tex.  App.  473;  Johnson  v.  State,  27  Tex.  App. 
165,  11  S.  W.  106;  Drake  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  265,  15  S.  W.  725,  holding 
that  answer  given  upon  cross-examination  upon  collateral  matter  cannot  be 
contradicted;  Surrell  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  321,  15  S.  W.  816,  to  point  that  ex- 
ceptions to  such  rule  embrace  bias,  motive,  animosity,  etc.;  Saunders  v.  City 
Suburban  R.  Co.  99  Tenn.  130,  41  S.  W.  1031,  holding  that  fact  which  crossjex- 
amining  party  could  not  prove  as  part  of  his  own  case  is  collateral;  Gulf, 
C.  A.  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  97  Tex.  260,  78  S.  W.  224,  hold- 
ing that  witness's  denial  on  cross-examination  that  he  had  been  in 
penitentiary  cannot  be  contradicted;  Skidmore  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  497, 
26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  466,  123  S.  W.  1129,  holding  testimony  inadmissible  as  original 
testimony  in  behalf  of  party  offering  it  admissible  by  reason  of  testimony  in- 
troduced by  other  side. 

Distinguished  in  Hill  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  665,  holding  that  accused  may 
contradict  denial  of  state's  witness  that  he  had  proposed  accepting  bribe  for  tes- 
tifying. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  affecting  credibility  of  witnesses. 

Cited  in  Rosborough  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  672,  1  S.  W.  459;  O'Neal  v.  State, 
67  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  249,  122  S.  W.  386;  Favors  v.  State,  20  Tex.  App.  155,— hold- 
ing that  accused  may  inquire  into  motives  of  prosecuting  witnesses;  Bonnard  v. 
State,  26  Tex.  App.  173,  8  A.  S.  R.  431,  7  S.  W.  862,  holding  witness's  hostility 
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to  accused,  provable  on  question  of  his  credibility;  Rice  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  255,  103  S.  W.  1156,  holding  impeaching  testimony  upon  collateral  issue, 
inadmissible  to  affect  witness's  credibility. 
Admissibility  of  hearsay  evidence. 

Cited  in  Maines  v.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  56S,  5  S.  W.  123,  holding  statements 
made  by  third  persons  out  of  accused's  presence,  inadmissible;  Suit  v.  State, 
30  Tex.  App.  321,  17  S.  W.  458,  holding  statement  of  particeps  criminis,  ad- 
missible when  forming  part  of  res  gestae. 
Evidence  to  show  motive  and  intent. 

Cited  in  Weathersby  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  278,  15  S.  W.  823,  holding  state- 
ments made  by  accused  after  homicide,  admissible  to  show  motive  and  intent; 
Lewis  V.  State,  29  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  201,  holding  such  statements  admissible  to 
show  malice;  Waters  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  322,  114  S.  W.  628;  Kunde 
V.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  65,  3  S.  W.  325, — ^holding  indictments  against  defendant  for 
other  and  different  offenses,  admissible  to  prove  motive  for  crime  charged. 
When  conduct  of  persons  other  than  accused  may  be  inquired  into. 

Cited  in  Kunde  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  65,  3  S.  W.  325;  Harrison  v.  State, 
47  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  293,  83  S.  W.  699,— holding  evidence  of  third  person's  hos- 
tility toward  deceased,  admissible  if  other  evidence  connects  him  proximately 
with  homicide;  Mclnturf  v.  State,  20  Tex.  App.  335,  holding  that  conduct  of  par- 
ties other  than  accused  cannot  be  investigated  unless  inculpatory  facts  connect 
them  proximately  with  the  transaction. 
Proximate  cause  of  death. 

Cited  in  Franklin  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  21,  51  S.  W.  951,  holding  that 
shooting  is  cause  of  death,  though  party  might  have  prevented  death  by  submit- 
ting to  operation. 
Necessity  for  indorsing  names  of  witnesses  on  indictments. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  176,  holding  statutory  provision  re- 
quiring indorsement  of  names  of  witnesses  upon  indictment,  merely  directory. 
Justice's  court  as  ''examining  court." 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  State,  55  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  572,  118  S.  W.  139;  Kerry  t. 
State,  17  Tex.  App.  178,  50  A.  R.  122,— holding  that  justice  of  peace  sits  as 
"examining  court"  when  inquiring  into  criminal  accusations. 
Provision  for  taking  testimony  before  examining  court. 

Cited  in  Kerry  v.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  178,  50  A.  R.  122;  Golden  v.  State,  22 
Tex.  App.  1,  2  S.  W.  531, — ^holding  that  magistrate's  certificate  to  evidence  taken 
before  hira  need  be  in  no  particular  form;  Childers  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  160, 
28  A.  S.  R.  899,  16  8.  W.  903,  holding  statutory  provisions  respecting  testimony 
taken  before  examining  court,  inapplicable  to  testimony  taken  in  habeas  cor- 
pus proceedings. 
Necessity  for  and  propriety  of  instructions  in  homicide  trials. 

Cited  in  Sharpe  v.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  486,  holding  that  law  of  circumstantial 
evidence  should  not  be  charged  unless  state  relies  solely  upon  that  character 
of  evidence;  Gamer  v.  State,  45  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  308,  77  S.  W.  797,  holding  that 
court  should,  in  charging  as  to  accused's  responsibility  for  homicide,  apply  the 
law  to  the  facts;  Lahue  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  159,  101  S.  W.  1008,  hold- 
ing that  where  evidence  shows  cause  of  death,  no  charge  upon  this  issue  need 
be  flubmitted;  Wheeler  v.  State,  56  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  547,  121  S.  W.  166,  holding 
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that  where  there  is  eyidence  that  another  or  others  may  have  committed  crime 
and  not  accused  that  court  must  submit  this  issue  to  jury. 

Cited  in  note  in  69  LJt.A.  201,  on  necessity  of  instructions  as  to  law  of  cir- 
cumstantial evidence  on  trial  for  homicide  where  guilt  of  accused  is  shown  by 
positive  testimony. 

49  AM.  REP.   194,  SOHUIiTZ  y.  STATE,   15  TEX.  APP.  268.' 
Sabstitution  of  lost  or  destroyed  papers  In  criminal  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Goodman  v.  State,  161  Ind.  629,  69  N.  E.  442,  holding  further  arraign- 
ment or  plea.  Unnecessary  where  substituted  information  is  filed  in  place  of  lost 
one;  Harwood  v.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  416,  holding  that  indictment  accidentally 
destroyed  after  conviction  may  be  replaced;  Gillespie  v.  State,  16  Tex.  App. 
641,  holding  that  accused  must  be  notified  of  substitution  of  lost  papers;  Gil- 
lespie V.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  641,  on  question  whether  lost  indictment  can  be  sub- 
stituted before  trial;  Withers  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  210,  17  S.  W.  725,  sus- 
taining statute  authorizing  substitution  of  lost  indictments;  Alexander  v.  State, 
53  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  504,  111  S.  W.  145,  holding  no  error,  committed  in  substitu- 
tion of  certaiii  complaint  and  information. 

49  AM.  REP.  200,  TEMPIjE  y.  STATE,  16  TEX.  APP.  804. 
Of  what  courts  will  take  Judicial  notice. 

Cited  in  Boston,  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.*  Boston  &  L.  R.  Co.  65  N.  H.  393,  23  Atl. 
529  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  courts  to  take  judicial  notice  of  railroad 
lease;  and  citing  annotation  also  on  this  point;  Koenig  v.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  367,  47  A.  S.  R.  35,  26  S.  W.  835;  Bluitt  v.  State,  56  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  525, 
121  S.  W.  168, — ^holding  that  courts  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  incorporation 
of  towns;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cunningham,  81  Wis.  440,  15  L.R.A.  561, 
51  N.  W.  724,  holding  that  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of  census  taken  under 
state  or  Federal  authority;  and  citing  annotation  also  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  51  A.  R.  737,  on  judicial  notice  of  powers  of  cor- 
porate agents;  30  A.  S.  R.  225,  as  to  what  judicial  notice  must  be  taken  of; 
53  A.  S.  R.  572;  57  A.  S.  R.  33,— on  judicial  notice;  40  A.  S.  R.  60,  on  judicial 
notice  of  previous  proceedings  in  cause;  47  A.  S.  R.  46,  on  judicial  notice  of  self- 
incorporation  of  town. 

Cited  in  notes  in  89  A.  D.  668,  on  judicial  notice  of  acts  incorporating  public 
or  municipal  corporations;  124  A.  S.  R.  21,  on  facts  of  which  courts  will  take 
judicial  notice;  4  L.R.A.  37,  on  judicial  notice  of  public  corporations. 
Proof  as  to  time  of  commission  of  crime. 

Cited  in  Stichtd  v.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  420,  8  A.  S.  R.  444,  8  S.  W.  477,  hold- 
ing failure  to  make  any  proof  of  time  of  commission  of  offense,  fatal;  Lynn  v. 
State,  27  Tex.  App.  590,  11  S.  W.  640;  Arcia  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  198,  42  S. 
W.  599, — holding  that  time  mentioned  in  indictment  as  date  of  offense  must  be 
time  anterior  to  filing  of  indictment;  Lucas  v.  State,  27  Tex.  App.  322,  11  S. 
W.  443,  holding  that  indictment  for  perjury  need  not  allege  nor  need  proof  show 
exact  date  of  perjury. 
Admissibility  of  dying  declarations. 

Cited  in  Cook  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  511,  3  S.  W.  749,  holding  dying  declara- 
tions of  one  who  believed  that  he  was  about  to  die,  admissible. 

Cited  in  notes  in  56  L.R.A.  384,  on  sense  of  impending  death  or  reaffirmance 
as  condition  of  admissibility  of  dying  declarations;  56  L.R«A..  417,  on  arranging 
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business  as  evidence  of  mental  and  physical  condition  of  one  whose  dying  dec- 
larations are  offered  in  evidence. 

49  AM.  REP.   207,  AL0N20  v.  STATE,    15  TEX.  APP.  878. 
Necessity  for  convicting  all  parties  implicated  in  a  crime. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Barnes,  2  Idaho,  161,  9  Pac.  532;  Mercer  v.  State,  17  Tex. 
App.  452, — holding  mutuality  of  consent,  not  necessary  in  crime  of  incest. 

Cited  in  note  in  92  A.  S.  R.  95,  on  effect  of  prior  acquittal  of  codefeudant. 

Distinguished  in  Vought  v.  State,  135  Wis.  6,  128  A.  S.  R.  1008,  114  N.  W. 
518,  holding  that  acquittal  of  one  in  prosecution  for  larceny  does  not  invalidate 
conviction  of  his  codefendant. 
Adultery  and  fornication. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cutshall,  109  N.  C.  764,  26  A.  S.  R.  599,  14  S.  E.  107,  hold- 
ing that  one  party  to  adultery  and  fornication  may  be  convicted  though  other 
had  no  criminal  intent;  State  v.  Eggleston,  45  Or.  346,  77  Pac.  738,  holding  that 
one  party  to  adultery  may  be  convicted  though  other  is  not  prosecuted;  State 
v.  Carroll,  30  S.  C.  85,  14  A.  S.  R.  883,  8  S.  E.  433,  holding  that  parties  jointly 
indicted  for  adultery  may  be  tried  separately;  Solomon  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Grim. 
Rep.  140,  45  S.  W.  706,  holding  acquittal  of  one  party  to  adultery,  no  bar  to 
prosecution  of  other;  Ledbetter  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  344,  17  S.  W.  427,  hold- 
ing same  as  to  prosecution  for  fornication. 

Denied  in  State  v.  Rinehart,  106  N.  C.  787,  11  S.  E.  512,  upon  point  that  ac- 
quittal of  one  party  to  adultery  does  not  bar  prosecution  of  other. 
Married  women  as  witnesses. 

Cited  in  Hardin  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  559,  103  S.  W.  401,  holding  that 
where  accused's  brother  testifies  that  he  himself  killed  deceased,  his  wife  may 
testify  to  same  effect. 
Duty  to  charge  as  to  reasonable  doubt. 

Cited  in  Redman  v.  State,  52  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  591,  108  S.  W.  365,  holding  that 
failure  to  charge  upon  reasonable  doubt  is  fundamental  error. 

Cited  in  note  in  97  A.  S.  R.  799,  on  instructions  on  weight  of  circumstantial 
evidence. 

49  AM.  REP.  212,  IjIEBKE  y.  KNAPP,  79  MO.  22. 

Right  to  pay  for  corporate  stock  in  property  or  services. 

Cited  in  Fogg  v.  Blair,  139  U.  S.  118,  35  L.  ed.  104,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  476;  Van 
Cleve  V.  Berkey,  143  Mo.  109,  42  L.R.A.  593,  44  S.  W.  743;  Peninsular  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Black  Flag  Stove  Polish  Co.  105  Mich.  535,  63  N.  W.  514,— holding  that 
where  stock  is  paid  for  in  services  or  property,  value  of  same  must  be  reasMiably 
commensurate  with  stock's  value;  Farwell  v.  Great  Western  Teleg.  Co.  161  111. 
522,  44  N.  E.  891,  holding  that  stock  may  be  paid  for  in  property  or  services  if 
reasonable  valuation  is  placed  on  same;  Coffin  v.  Ransdell,  110  Ind.  417,  11 
N.  E.  20,  sustaining  contract  by  corporation  to  receive  from  its  predecessor  let- 
ters-patent and  property  in  payment  for  stock;  Garrett  v.  Kansas  City  Coal 
Min.  Co.  113  Mo.  330,  35  A.  S.  R.  713,  20  S.  W.  965,  holding  that  when  stock 
is  paid  for  in  property  or  services,  transaction  must  be  bona  fide;  Ingraham  v. 
Commercial  Lead  Co.  101  C.  C.  A.  317,  177  Fed.  341 ;  Foster  v.  Belcher's  Sugar 
Ref.  Co.  118  Mo.  238,  24  S.  W.  63;  Kraft-Holmes  Grocery  Co.  v.  Crow,  36  Mo. 
App.  288, — holding  that  stock  may  be  paid  for  in  property;  Woolfolk  v.  January, 
131  Mo.  620,  33  S.  W.  432,  holding  that  corporations  may  issue  their  stocks  or 


Digitized  by 


Google 


751  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  [200-218 

t)ond8  for  money  paid,  labor  done,  or  property  received;  Olleslieimer  v.  Thompson 
Mfg.  Co.  44  Mo.  App.  172,  to  same  point. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.  S.  R.  67,  on  pursuit  of  trust  fund  in  corporate  stock; 
4  L.R.A.  607,  on  implied  promise  to  pay  subscription  to  corporate  stock;   42 
L.R.A.  598,  on  how  far  payment  for  stock  in  corporation  by  transfer  of  property 
will  protect  shareholder  against  creditors  of  company. 
"What  contracts  of  corporation  are  ultra  vires. 

Cited  in  St.  Joseph  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  135  Mo.  173, 
33  L.R.A.  607,  36  S.  W.  602,  sustaining  contract  between  railroad  corporations 
under  which  one  operates  road  of  other;  Welsh  v.  Ferd  Heim  Brewing  Co.  47 
Mo.  App.  608,  sustaining  lease  by  brewing  corporation  of  building  to  be  sublet 
as  saloon. 
Right  to  vary  or  contradict  consideration  clause  in  deed. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Morgan,  79  Mo.  47 ;  Dobyns  v.  Rice,  22  Mo.  App.  448, — ^holding 
that  consideration  clause  in  deed  may  be  explained  or  contradicted. 

49  AM.  REP.  218,  STATE  v.  GRANT,  79  Mo.  118. 
Competency  of  witnesses. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Kirschner,  23  Mo.  App.  349,  holding  that  the  offense  must  be 
fully  pardoned  to  remove  its  disqualifying  effect. 
—  Power  of  legislature  to  alter  law  as  to. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Kirschner,  23  Mo.  App.  349,  holding  that  legislature  may 
not  restore  competency  of  witness  disqualified  for  crime;  State  v.  Landrum, 
127  Mo.  App.  653,  103  S.  W.  1111,  to  same  point;  O'Bryan  v.  Allen,  108  Mo. 
227,  32  A.  S.  R.  595,  18  S.  W.  892,  holding  that  legislature  may  change  law 
of  evidence  though  witnesses  previously  competent  are  rendered  incompetent. 
Impeachment  of  witnesses  by  proof  of  moral  character. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Pahner,  88  Mo.  568;  State  v.  Bulla,  89  Mo.  595,  1  8.  W.  764: 
State  V.  Miller,  93  Mo.  263,  6  S.  W.  57;  State  v.  Parker,  96  Mo.  882,  9  S.  W. 
728;  State  v.  Day,  100  Mo.  242,  12  S.  W.  365;  State  v.  May,  142  Mo.  135,  43  S. 
W.  637 ;  State  v.  Woodward,  191  Mo.  617,  90  S.  W.  90,--holding  it  competent  to 
attach  general  moral  character  of  witnesses;  State  v.  Patrick,  107  Mo.  147,  17 
JS.  W.  666;  Alkire  Grocer  Co.  v.  Tagart,  78  Mo.  App.  166, — to  the  same  point; 
State  V.  Taylor,  98  Mo.  240,  11  S.  W.  570,  holding  prioj  conviction  of  witness  of 
violation  of  city  ordinance  in  frequenting  bawdy  house,  not  provable;  State  v. 
Hack,  118  Mo.  92,  23  S.  W.  1089,  holding  fact  that  female  witness  kept  prosti- 
tutes, provable;  State  v.  Sibley,  131  Mo.  519,  32  S.  W.  167  (separate  opinion  in 
132  Mo.  102,  53  A.  S.  R.  477),  holding  evidence  of  general  reputation  of  male 
witness  for  unchastity,  admissible;  State  v.  Clawson,  30  Mo.  App.  139,  holding  to 
the  contrary;  State  v.  Pollard,  174  Mo.  607,  74  S.  W.  969,  holding  that  reputation 
for  chastity  of  one  charged  with  defiling  girl,  provable;  State  v,  Beckner,  194 
Mo.  281,  3  L.R,A.(N.S.)  535,  91  S.  W.  892,  holding  that  one  accused  of  murder 
cannot,  when  becoming  witness,  be  impeached  by  evidence  as  to  his  character  for 
violence;  State  v.  Long,  201  Mo.  664,  100  S.  W.  587,  to  point  that  witness  may  be 
asked  questions  tending  to  test  his  accuracy,  veracity  or  credibility  or  to  shake 
his  credit  by  injuring  his  character;  State  v.  Vandiver,  149  Mo.  502,  50  S.  W. 
892;  State  v.  Beaty,  25  Mo.  App.  214, — ^holding  that  special  instances  of  crimes 
imputed  to  witness  cannot  be  inquired  into;  Fulkerson  v.  Murdock,  53  Mo.  App. 
151    (dissenting  opinion),  on   question   as  to  what  evidence  is   admissible  for 
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purposes  of  impeaching  witnesses;  Kingman  &  Co.  v.  Shawley,  61  Mo.  App.  54, 
holding  witness's  reputation  for  fair  dealing,  provable;  Shaefer  v.  Missouri  R» 
Co.  98  Mo.  App.  445,  72  S.  W.  154,  holding  evidence  that  witness  id  saloon- 
keeper, inadmissible. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  53  A.  S.  R.  479,  on  impeachment  of  witness  by  proof 
of  general  reputation  for  unchastity. 

.  Cited  in  notes  in  53  A.  S.  R.  482,  on  mode  of  impeachment  by  showing  want 
of  chastity;  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  705,  on  impeachment  of  character  of  witnesses, 
Foandatlon  for  admission  of  impeaching  testimony. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Avery,  113  Mo.  475,  21  S.  W.  193,  holding  evidence  which 
constitutes  foundation  for  contradicting  witness,  admissible;  Ely* Walker  Dry 
Goods  Co.  V.  McLaughlin,  87  Mo.  App.  105,  holding  that  foundation  must  be- 
laid fcM*  admission  of  document  to  impeach  witness;  Nagel  v.  St.  Louis  Transit 
Co.  104  Mo.  App.  438,  79  S.  W.  502,  holding  that  to  prove  prior  statements  con- 
tradictory to  that  which  is  given  in  evidence  as  being  what  absent  witness  would 
testify  to,  no  foundation  need  be  laid. 

Cited  in  note  in  82  A.  S.  R.  65,  66,  on  rebuttal  of  evidence  to  sustain  credi- 
bility of  witness. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  of  prior  consistent  statements. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Patrick,  107  Mo.  147,  17  S.  W.  666,  holding  that  prior  state- 
ments of  witness  are  not  provable  to  corroborate  him  unless  he  has  been  at- 
tacked or  impeached;  Driggers  v.  United  States,  21  Okla.  60,  95  Pac.  612,  17 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  66,  129  A.  S.  R.  823,  1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  167;  State  v.  Sharp, 
183  Mo.  715,  82  S.  W.  134, — holding  that  witness  if  impeached  by  proof  of  contra- 
dictory statements,  may  be  corroborated  by  proof  of  prior  consistent  statements; 
State  V.  Whelehon,  102  Mo.  17,  14  S.  W.  730,  to  same  point. 

Criticized  in  State  v.  Taylor,  134  Mo.  109,  35  S.  W.  92,  holding  testimony  given 
by  witness  at  coroner's  inquest,  inadmissible  to  corroborate  her  testimony  given  on 
trial  when  attacked  by  proof  of  contradictory  statements;  State  v.  Hendricks, 
172  Mo.  654,  73  S.  W.  194,  holding  statements  by  deceased  consistent  with  his 
dying  declarations,  inadmissible  to  corroborate  same. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  of  threats. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Larkins,  5  Idaho,  200,  47  Pac.  945,  holding  statement  made  by 
accused  three  hours  before  killing  that  he  had  "dirty  piece  of  business  to  do,'* 
provable;  Conklin  v.  Consolidated  R.  Co.  196  Mass.  302,  82  N.  E.  23,  13  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Cas.  857,  to  point  that  general  threats  indicative  of  malicious  intent  are 
provable;  Carver  v.  Huskey,  79  Mo.  509,  holding  evidence  of  threats  of  general 
character,  admissible  in  civil  actions  without  regard  to  time  when  made;  Culbertson 
V.  Hill,  87  Mo.  553,  holding  same;  State  v.  McNally,  87  Mo.  644;  State  v.  Crawford, 
99  Mo.  74,  12  S.  W.  354, — holding  indirect  and  vague  threats,  provable;  State  v. 
Glahn,  97  Mo.  679,  11  S.  W.  260;  State  v.  Weaver,  165  Mo.  1,  88  A.  S.  R.  406, 
05  S.  W.  308, — holding  that  nearness  or  remoteness  of  threat  has  nothing  to  da 
with  its  admissibility;  State  v.  Cochran,  147  Mo.  504,  49  S.  W.  558,  holding 
evidence  that  accused  had  threatened  to  kill  "somebody",  admissible;  State  v. 
Smith,  164  Mo.  567,  65  S.  W.  270,  holding  evidence  of  threats  made  by  deceased, 
admissible  on  trial  for  homicide  for  purpose  of  showing  who  was  aggressor; 
State  V.  Coleman,  186  Mo.  151,  69  L.R.A.  381,  84  S.  W.  978,  holding  evidence  of 
threats  made  more  than  year  before  homicide,  admissible;  State  v.  Brown,  188 
:Mo.  451,  87  S.  W.  519,  holding  statments  made  by  accused  to  third  persona 
prior  to  homicide   and   indicative  of  criminal   disposition,   provable;    State   ▼. 
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Feeley,  194  Mo.  300,  112  A.  S.  R.  511,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  351,  92  S.  W.  663,  hold- 
ing evidence  of  general  threats  made  by  accused  some  hours  before  homicide, 
admissible. 

Cited  in  note  in  89  A.  S.  R.  698,  on  admissibility  of  threats  by  defendant 
against  a  class  in  prosecution  for  homicide. 
Right  to  proYe  conduct  of  accused  toward  officer. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Taylor,  118  Mo.  153,  24  S.  W.  449,  holding  conduct  of  'ac- 
cused toward  officer  provable  though  officer  did  not  suspect  him  of  any  crime. 
Right  to  arrest  without  warrant. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cushenberry,  157  Mo.  168,  57  S.  W.  737,  holding  that  town 
marshal  may,  without  warrant,  arrest  one  reasonably  suspected  of  being  felon; 
State  V.  Evans,  161  Mo.  95,  84  A.  S.  R.  669,  61  S.  W.  590,  holding  that  police-* 
man  may  arrest  suspected  felon  without  warrant;  Ralls  County  v.  Stephens,  104 
Mo.  App.  115,  78  S.  W.  291,  to  point  that  peace  officer  cannot  act  without  war- 
rant except  upon  reasonable  suspicion. 

Cited  in  notes  in  84  A.  8.  R.  684,  on  policeman's  power  to  arrest  without  war- 
rant on  suspicion  of  felony;  84  A.  S.  R.  689,  on  officers'  right  to  arrest  without 
warrant  for  misdemeanor  in  his  presence;  84  A.  S.  R.  693,  on  officer's  right 
to  arrest  without  warrant  for  offenses  against  public  health  or  morals;  8  L.R.A. 
^30,  on  arrest  without  warrant  for  crime  committed  within  view;  66  L.R.A.  361, 
on  considering  authority  of  officer's  attempt  to  arrest  without  warrant  in  case 
of  suspected  felony  in  determining  criminality  of  homicide  in  resisting  arrest; 
^6  Ii.R.A.  383,  on  proof  of  circumstances  warranting  arrest  without  warrant  in 
trial  for  homicide  resisting  arrest. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Davidson,   44  Mo.  App.  513,  holding  that  police 
officer  cannot,  without  warrant  and  on  mere  belief,  arrest  for  misdemeanor. 
Presumptions  as  to  retroactive  operation  of  legislation. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Atchison  T.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  142  Fed.  176;  Leete  v. 
State  Bank,  115  Mo.  184,  21  S.  W.  788, — holding  that  presumptions  are  against 
legislation's  operating  retroactively;  State  v.  Loney,  82  Mo.  82;  Ex  parte  Mar- 
raaduke,  91  Mo.  228,  60  A.  R.  250,  4  S.  W.  91  (dissenting  opinion),— to  point 
that  statute  making  felcms  competent  witness  operates  prospectively. 
Matter  implied  as  part  of  contract,  Judgment,  or  statute. 

Cited  in  Winningham  v.  Trueblood,  149  Mo.  572,  51  S.  W.  399;  McKay  v. 
Minner,  154  Mo.  608,  55  S.  W.  866, — ^holding  that  whatever  law  implies  is  as 
much  a  part  of  statute  as  what  is  expressly  stated  therein;  State  v.  Gilmore, 
141  Mo.  506,  42  S.  W.  817,  holding  that  same  rule  obtains  in  respect  to  judg- 
ments; Christian  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  143  Mo.  460,  45  &  W.  268, 
holding  that  same  rule  obtains   in   respect   to  contracts. 

49  AM.  REP.  228,  DICKINSON  v.  COATES,  79  MO.  250. 

Assignment  of  funds. 

Cited  in  Rice  v.  Dudley,  34  Mo.  App.  383,  holding  that  unaccepted  order  for 
part  of  fund  does  not  operate  as  assignment;  Kiddoo  Bros.  v.  Ames,  73  Mo.  App. 
667,  holding  portion  of  debt,  not  assignable. 

Distingruished  in  Boyer  v.  Hamilton,  21  Mo.  App.  520,  holding  that  order  drawn 
on  debtor  for  full  amount  of  account  stated  operates  as  assignment. 
—  When  bank  check  operates  as. 

Cited  in  Pullen  v.  Placer  County  Bank,  138  Cal.  169,  94  A.  S.  R.  19.  71  Pac 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XIX.— 48. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


49  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  764 

83;  Harrison  v.  Wright,  100  Ind.  616,  60  A.  R.  806;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  ▼. 
Coates,  79  Mo.  168;  Coates  y.  Doran,  83  Mo.  337;  Pennell  y.  Ennis,  126  Ma 
App.  355,  103  S.  W.  147;  Covert  y.  Rhodes,  48  Ohio  St.  66,  27  N.  E.  94,— holding 
that  unaccepted  bank  check  or  draft  operates  neither  as  legal  nor  equitable- 
assignment  of  so  much  of  drawer's  funds;  Carroll  Exch.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
58  Mo.  App.  17,  to  same  point;  Albers  y.  Commercial  Bank,  86  Mo.  173,  55  A.  R. 
355,  holding  that  liability  of  bank  to  pay  check  does  not  become  fixed  upon  mere 
presentment  of  check;  Dowell  v.  Vandalia  Bkg.  Asso.  62  Mo.  App.  482,  holdings 
that  holder  of  unaccepted  check  for  part  of  drawer's  deposit  cannot  sue  bank 
refusing  to  pay  it;  J.  N.  Houston  Grocer  Co.  v.  Farmers*  Bank,  11  Mo.  App. 
132,  to  same  point;  Young  v.  Bank  of  Princeton,  97  Mo.  App.  576,  71  S.  W.  713^ 
'  holding  that  after  acceptance,  bank  check  operates  as  assignment. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  60  A.  R,  417,  on  right  of  holder  of  check  to  action, 
against  drawee  before  acceptance ;  2  A.  S.  R.  662,  -on  rights  of  holder  of  bank 
cueck. 

Cited  in  notes  in  96  A.  D.  133-135,  on  right  of  holder  of  check  to  sue; 
19  A.  S.  R.  610,  as  to  whether  check  is  an  assignment  of  the  fund;  3  E.  R.  C. 
761,  on  liability  of  bank  to  third  person  as  holder  of  check;  80  A.  S.  R.  873,  872^ 
on  bank's  liability  to  holder  of  check  for  refusal  to  pay;  23  L.R.A,  173,  on  nature 
of  drafts  by  one  bank  on  another;  41  L.  ed.  U.  S.  859,  on  liability  for  wrongful 
dishonor  of  check;  10  E.  R.  C.  425,  on  bank  check  as  equitable  assignment  of 
deposit. 
Relation  of  bank  to  its  depositors. 

Cited  in  Coleman  y.  Lipscomb,  18  Mo.  App.  443;  Com  v.  Cameron,  19  Mo. 
App.  573, — ^to  point  that  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  exists  between  bank  and 
depositor;  Paul  v.  Draper,  73  Mo.  App.  566  (dissenting  opinion),  to  point  that 
such  relation  exists  as  to  funds  on  general  deposit. 

49  AM.  REP.  285,  AYRES  v.  FARMERS'  &  M.  BANK,     79  MO.  421. 

Collection  of  commercial  paper. 

Cited  in  note  in  86  A.  S.  R.  784,  on  what  constitutes  a  deposit  of  negotiable 
paper  for  collection. 

Distinguished  in  National  Park  Bank  y.  Levy  Bros.  &  Co.  17  R.  I.  746,  1^ 
L.R.A.  475,  24  Atl.  777,  holding  that  debt  is  not  subject  of  garnishment  after 
delivery  of  check  in  payment,  which,  though  not  collected,  is  in  hands  of  third 
persons. 
-~  Passing  of  title  in  cases  of. 

Cited  in  Armstrong  v.  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank,  133  U.  S.  433,  33  L.  ed.  747^ 
30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  450,  holding  that  title  to  certificate  of  deposit  passes  to  bank 
on  its  crediting  it  to  depositor  and  allowing  him  to  check  against  it;  Wasson 
V.  Lamb,  120  Ind.  514,  16  A.  S.  R.  342,  6  L.R.A.  191,  22  N.  E.  729,  to  point  th-at 
customer  cannot  claim  title  to  bills  deposited  with  bank  and  treated  as  cash 
items;  Flannery  v.  Coates,  80  Mo.  444,  on  title  to  paper  left  with  bank  for  col- 
lection and  credited  to  depositor;  United  States  Nat.  Bank  v.  Amalgamated 
Sugar  Co.  179  Fed.  718;  Hendley  v.  Globe  Refinery  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  20,  7» 
S.  W.  1163;  BuUene  v.  Coates,  79  Mo.  426, — holding  that  title  passes  to  collecting- 
bank  where  check  is  indorsed  and  deposited  with  it  for  credit;  Noble  v.  Dough- 
ten,  72  Kan.  336,  3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1167,  83  Pac.  1048,  holding  same;  Karanaugb 
r.  Farmers*  Bank,  59  Mo.  App.  640,  holding  that  collecting  bank  becomes  pui^ 
ehaser  of  check  by  treating  it  as  cash  when  indorsed  in  blajak  and  deposited  witU. 
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it  by  customer;  Midland  Nat.  Bank  v.  Roll,  60  Mo.  App.  585,  holding  that  title 
to  check  which  collecting  bank  treated  as  cash  is  not  necessarily  revested  in 
depositor  on  bank's  charging  it  back  to  him  when  not  collected;  Midland  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Roll,  60  Mo.  App.  585,  holding  that  indorsement  "for  collection"  carries 
title  to  check  where  checks  so  indorsed  are  treated  as  cash  items;  Winfield  Nat. 
Bank  v.  McWilliams,  9  Okla.  493,  60  Pac.  229,  holding  that  collecting  bank,  act- 
ing on  faith  of  check  indorsed  in  blank,  is  entitled  to  proceeds  thereof  as  against 
true  owner,  though  not  collected  until  alter  failure  of  transmitting  bank. 

Cited  in  notes  in  32  L.R.A.  721,  on  trust  in  proceeds  of  collection  made  by 
bank  when  insolvent  as  against  claims  of  subagent;  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  on 
title  of  bank  to  check  drawn  on  another  bank  which  has  been  credited  to  de- 
positor. 

Distinguished  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Armstrong,  42  Fed.  193;  Manufacturers' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Continental  Bank,  148  Mass.  553,  12  A.  S.  R.  698,  2  L.R.A.  699, 
20  N.  E.  193, — ^holding  that  ownership  of  check  does  not  change  where  credit 
given  by  collecting  bank  is  merely  provisional ;  Bury  v.  Woods,  17  Mo.  App.  245, 
holding  that  title  to  note  does  not  pass  immediately  to  collecting  banker  where 
he  is  not  to  credit  it  until  collected. 
Relation  of  bank  to  its  depositors. 

Cited  in  Paul  v.  Draper,  158  Mo.  197,  81  A.  S.  R.  296,  59  S.  W.  77,  holding  that 
relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  exists  between  banker  and  depositor  even  as  to 
funds  of  which  latter  is  trustee;  Dymock  v.  Midland  Nat.  Bank,  67  Mo.  App.  97, 
holding  that  such  relation  exists  though  bank  reserves  right  to  charge  back  un- 
collected drafts  to  depositor. 

Cited  in  note  in  47  A.  8.  R.  391,  on  effect  of  check  indorsed  "for  deposit.'' 

49  AM.  HEP.  289,  I4ANDIS  T.  CAMPBELiLi,  79  MO.  438. 
Church  government. 

Cited  in  Fadness  v.  Braunborg,  73  Wis.  257,  41  N.  W.  84,  hoMing  that  dis- 
missal of  one  minister  and  employment  of  another  is  not  an  exclusion  of  the 
minority  who  adhere  to  former  minister. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  12  A.  S.  R.  257,  on  liability  of  trustees  of  religious 
society  for  expulsion  from  church  organization. 
—  Review  by  courts  of  decision  of  church  tribunal. 

Cited  in  Poimden  v.  Ashe,  44  Neb.  672,  63  N.  W.  48,  holding  that  courts  will 
recognize  and  enforce  judgment  of  religious  society  in  deposing  minister;  Nance 
V.  Busby,  91  Tenn.  303,  15  L.R.A.  801,  18  S.  W.  874,  holding  that  courts  will 
not  review  an  excommunication  had  by  majority  of  members  voting  at  con- 
gregational church  conference. 
liibel  or  slander  of  clergyman. 

Cited  in  Klos  v.  Zahorik,  313  Iowa,  161,  53  L.R.A.  235,  84  N.  W.  1046,  holding 
that  public  comment  in  proper  manner  upon  clergyman's  conduct  in  his  public 
capacity  is  justified;  Cook  v.  Globe  Printing  Co.  227  Mo.  471,  127  S.  W.  338 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  excessiveness  of  verdict  in  libel  case. 

Cited  in  notes  in  104  A.  S.  R.  141,  on  application  of  doctrine  of  privilege  to 
statements  concerning  fellow  church  members;  104  A.  S.  R.  142,  on  application 
of  doctrine  of  privilege  to  statements  made  at  church  conventions,  conferences, 
©r  disciplinary  trials  or  investigations. 
Remedies  for  wrongs  received. 

Cited  in  Templeton  v.  Linn  County,  22  Or.  313,  15  L.R.A.  730,  29  Pac.  795 
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(dissenting  opinion),  on  right  to  repeal  statute  making  counties  liable  for  dam- 
ages resulting  from  defective  bridges;  Mattson  v.  Astoria,  39  Or.  577,  87  A.  S.  R. 
687,  65  Pac.  1066,  holding  statute  giving  city  control  of  streets  and  exempting  it 
and  its  officers  from  liability  for  damages  from  defects  therein,  void;  Williams 
V.  Port  Chester,  72  App.  Div.  605,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  631,  to  same  effect 

49  AM.  REP.  246,  MOREIjAND  v.  METZ,  24  W.  VA.  119. 

Covenants  of  warranty  and  against  encumbrances. 

Cited  in  Wragg  v.  Mead,  120  Iowa,  319,  94  N.  VV.  856,  holding  that  measure 
of  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  against  encumbrances,  by  outstanding  lease, 
is  rental  value  of  land  for  unexpired  term;  Cain  v.  Fisher,  57  W.  Va.  492,  50 
S.  E.  752,  holding  covenant  of  special  warranty,  broken  by  sale  of  land  for 
taxes  charged  against  grantor  prior  to  conveyance. 

Cited  in  notes  in  106  A.  S.  R.  975,  on  effect  of  land  being  ultimately  conveyed 
on  measure  of  vendee's  damages  for  breach  of  contract;   15  E.  R.  C.  739,  on 
measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  express  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment. 
What  Is  fair  rental  value. 

Cited  in  Gunter  v.  Beard,  93  Ala.  227,  9  So.  389,  to  point  that  rent  agreed 
to  be  paid  is  prima  facie  fair  rental  value. 
When  lien  creditors  are  proper  parties. 

Cited  in  Childs  v.  Hurd,  32  W.  Va.  66,  9  S.  E.  362,  to  point  that  lien  creditors 
need  not  be  made  parties  to  suit  to  foreclose  mortgage. 

49  AM.  REP.  252,  SODIKER  v.  APPL.EGATE,  24  W.  VA.  411. 
What  constitutes  a  partnership. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Haynie,  106  Va.  365,  56  S.  E.  148;  Clark  v.  Emery,  68 
W.  Va.  637,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  503,  52  S.  E.  770,— holding  that  one  receiving  part 
of  profits  as  compensation  for  his  services  is  not  necessarily  a  partner;  Woods 
V.  Ward,  48  W.  Va.  652,  37  S.  E.  520,  to  point  that  there  muat  be  joint  owner- 
ship of,  or  control  over,  partnership  funds. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  30  A.  S.  R.  829,  on  agreements  between  parties  not 
constituting  partnership ;  39  A.  S.  R.  893,  as  to  whether  loaning  money  or  sharing 
profits  constitutes  a  partnership. 

Cited  in  notes  in  58  A.  R.  99,  on  participation  in  profits  as  constituting  part- 
nership; 115  A.  S.  R.  440,  on  effect  of  sharing  of  profits  as  compensation  for 
services  in  whole  or  in  part  as  constituting  a  partnership;  115  A.  S.  R.  432, 
on  necessity  for  participation  in  both  profits  and  losses  to  constitute  a  partner- 
ship where  there  is  community  of  interest  in  property  or  in  profits;  18  LJI.A. 
(N.S.)  968,  on  what  is  a  partnership;  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1013,  on  necessity  of  shar- 
ing profits  as  principal  to  constitute  partnership;  18  L.RA.(N.S.)  1013,  on  ne- 
cessity of  sharing  profits  as  principal  to  constitute  partnership;  18  L.R.A.(N.8.) 
1033,  1034,  on  creation  of  partnership  liability  by  taking  profits  as  compensa- 
tion for  work  and  labor  of  agents  and  servants;  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1084,  on  join% 
ownership  and  tenancies  in  common  as  partnerships. 
Burden  of  proof  in  accions  over  partncrslilp  accounts. 

Cited  in  Hinkson  v.  Ervin,  40  W.  Va.  Ill,  20  S.  E.  849,  holding  that  burden 
of  proof  is  on  plaintiff  under  bill  for  settlement  of  partnership  accoimt. 

49  x\M.  REP.  257,  STATE  v.  FREW.  24  W.  VA.  416. 
Judicial  contempts. 

Cited  in  Patterson  v.  Colorado,  206  U.  S.  454,  51  L.  ed.  879,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Repw 
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556,  10  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  689,  holding  publication  reflecting  on  motives  of  judges 
in  pending  case,  punishable  as  a  contempt;  State  ex  rel.  Haskell  v.  Faulds,  17 
Montw  140,  42  Pac.  285,  holding  that  publication  may  be  punished  as  a  ccmtempt 
though  it  is  punishable  as  misdemeanor;  Tavenner  y.  Morehead,  41  W.  Va.  116, 
23  S.  E.  673,  holding  that  rule  for  contempt  may  be  foundation  for  action  for 
malicious  prosecution,  but  not  false  imprisonment. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  60  A.  R.  596,  on  libel  of  grand  jury  and  judge  as 
contempt;  7  A.  S.  R.  124,  on  what  constitutes  contempt;  99  A.  S.  R.  675,  on 
direct  and  constructive  contempts;  11  A.  S.  R.  214,  on  distinction  between  direct 
and  constructive  contempt. 

Cited  in  note  in  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  906,  on  offense  of  attempt  to  influence  officers 
of  eourt. 

—  Newspaper  publications. 

Cited  in  Cooper  v.  People,  13  Colo.  337,  6  L.R.A.  430,  22  Pac.  790,  holding 
newspaper  publication  reflecting  on  judge  in  respect  to  pending  case,  punishable 
summarily;  People  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  News-Times  Pub.  Co.  35  Colo.  253,  84 
Pac.  912,  holding  that  articles  charging  judges  with  corruption  in  pending  cases 
constitute  criminal  constructive  contempt;  State  v.  Howell,  80  Conn.  668,  125 
A.  S.  R.  141,  69  Atl.  1057,  13  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  501,  holding  criminal  intent 
not  essential  to  constitute  publication  of  newspaper  article  tending  to  obstruct 
justice;  Telegram  Newspaper  Co.  v.  Com.  172  Mass.  294,  70  A.  S.  R.  280,  44 
L.R.A.  159,  62  N.  E.  445,  holding  that  newspaper  may  be  punished  for  con- 
tempt for  publishing  during  trial  article  calculated  to  prejudice  jury;  State 
V.  Belle  Pub.  Co.  60  Neb.  282,  83  A.  S.  R.  531,  50  L.R.A.  195,  83  N.  W.  204, 
holding  it  constructive  contempt  for  newspaper  to  attempt  by  threats  to  control 
judicial  action;  Re  Hughes,  8  N.  M.  225,  43  Pac.  692,  holding  that  editor  of 
newspaper  in  which  contemptuous  article  appears  may  be  summarily  punished; 
Burdett  v.  Com.  103  Va.  838,  106  A.  S.  R,  916,  68  L.R.A.  251,  48  S.  E.  878, 
holding  summary  punishment  of  newspaper  no  invasion  of  liberty  of  press; 
State  v.  Tugwell,  19  Wash.  238,  43  L.R.A.  717,  52  Pac.  1056,  holding  article 
published  before  flnal  determination  of  case,  charging  judge  with  corruption  and 
lack  of  mentality,  a  contempt. 

Cited  in  note  in  98  A.  D.  415-417,  419,  on  power  of  court  to  prevent  publica- 
tion of  evidence  or  proceedings;  50  A.  S.  R.  573,  on  contempts  of  court  by 
libelous  newspaper  publications;  19  E.  R.  C.  252,  on  publication  of  newspaper 
article  as  contempt  of  court. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Circuit  Ct.  97  Wis.  1,  65  A.  S. 
R,  90,  38  L.R.A.  554,  72  N.  W.  193,  holding  articles  charging  judge  with  cor- 
ruption and  partiality  in  past  cases,  not  punishable  as  contempts. 
Jarisdictlon  of  courts  to  punish  contempts. 

Cited  in  Hale  v.  State,  55  Ohio  St.  210,  60  A.  8.  R.  691,  36  L.R.A.  254,  45 
N.  E.  199;  Carter  v.  Com.  96  Va.  791,  45  L.R.A.  310,  32  S.  E.  780,— holding  that 
l^slature  cannot  deprive  courts  of  inherent  power  to  punish  contempts  sum- 
marily; Cooper  V.  People,  13  Colo.  337,  6  L.R.A.  430,  22  Pac.  790;  State  v.  Mark- 
uson,  5  N.  D.  147,  64  N.  W.  934, — to  same  point;  McClatchy  v.  Superior  Ct. 
119  Cal.  413,  39  L.R.A.  691,  51  Pac.  696  (dissenting  opinion);  State  ex  rel. 
Pelton  V.  Irwin,  30  W.  Va.  404,  4  S.  E.  413, — upon  same  question;  Hillmon  v. 
Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  79  Fed.  749,  holding  that  courts*  power  to  punish  contempts 
summarily  is  limited  by  statute  to  those  occurring  in  its  presence;  People  ex 
rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  News-Times  Pub.  Co.  35  Colo.  253,  84  Pac.  912,  holding  that 
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power  to  punish  criminal  constructive  contempts  is  inherent  in  Supreme  Court; 
State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Shepherd,  177  Mo.  205,  99  A.  S.  R.  624,  76  S.  W.  79, 
holding  that  power  of  courts  of  record  to  punish  for  contempts  is  inherent; 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Gildersleeve,  219  Mo.  170,  118  S.  W.  86,  16  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Cas.  749  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  to  punish  for  contempt;  State  v. 
Fredlock,  52  W.  Va.  232,  94  A.  S.  R.  932,  43  S.  E.  153,  to  same  point;  State  v. 
McClaugherty,  33  W.  Va.  250,  10  S.  E.  407,  sustaining  statute  regulating  power 
of  circuit  and  inferior  courts  to  punish  contempts;  State  v.  Hansford,  43  W. 
Va.  773,  28  S.  E.  791,  holding  that  contempts  may  be  punished  summarily 
only  in  cases  provided  for  in  statute. 

Cited  in  notes  in  117  A,  S.  R.  962,  on  power  of  courts  of  record  and  general 
jurisdiction  to  punish  contempts;  36  L.R.A.  255,  on  legislative  power  to  abridge 
power  of  courts  to  punish  for  contempt;  36  L.R.A.  259,  on  distinction  between 
constitutional  courts  and  others  in  respect  to  legislative  power  to  abridge  power 
of  courts  to  punish  for  contempt. 
Practice  in  proceedings  to  punish  contempts. 

Cited  in  Employers'  Teaming  Co.  v.  Teamsters'  Joint  Council,  141  Fed.  679; 
State  v.  Gibson,  33  W.  Va.  97,  10  S.  E.  58, — ^holding  that  rule  against  party 
for  contempt  need  not  be  supported  by  affidavits;  Hurley  v.  Com.  188  Mass. 
443,  74  N.  E.  677,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  757,  holding  that  formal  presentation 
by  sworn  prosecuting  officer,  is  sufficient  to  justify  judicial  action  in  cases  of 
constructive  contempt;  Ex  parte  Mylius,  61  W.  Va.  405,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1098, 
56  S.  E.  60?^  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  812,  holding  that  rule  to  show  cause  must  be 
served  in  person  on  party  charged  with  contempt;  State  v.  Hansford,  43  W.  Va. 
773,  28  S.  E.  791,  holding  service  of  rule,  unnecessary  where  party  is  in  court; 
August  V.  Gilmer,  53  W.  Va.  65,  44  S.  E.  143,  to  point  that  courts  may,  without 
indictment  or  information,  imprison  for  contempts. 
Practice  in  disbarment  proceedings. 

Cited  in  State  v.  McClaugherty,  33  W.  Va.  250,  10  8.  E.  407,  holding  that 
circuit  courts  may,  without  formal  complaint,  but  after  due  notioe,  disbar  at- 
torneys. 
Practice  in  application  for  new  trials. 

Cit€^  in  Danks  v.  Rodeheaver,  26  W.  Va.  274,  on  question  as  to  what  court 
application  for  new  trial,  based  on  misdirection  of  circuit  judge,  should  be 
made. 

49  AM.  REP.  277,  HORNBROOKS  ▼.  liUCAS,  24  W.  VA.  49S. 

Wliat  constitutes  payment. 

Distinguished  in  York  v.  Railway  Officials  k  Employes  Acci.  Asso.  51  W. 
Va.  38,  41  S.  E.  227,  holding  insurance  premium,  not  paid  by  employee's  giv- 
ing paymaster's  order  to  insurer  for  payment  out  of  future  wages. 

49  AM.  REP.  288,  WHITE  ▼.  STENDER,  24  W.  VA.  615. 
Right  of  equity  to  interfere  where  title  to  personalty  is  involved. 

Cited  in  McEldowney  v.  Wyatt,  44  W.  Va.  711,  46  L.R.A.  609,  30  S.  E.  239, 
to  point  that  tax  sale  of  chattels,  having  no  peculiar  value,  cannot  be  en- 
joined; Zanhizer  v.  Hefner,  47  W.  Va.  418,  36  8.  E.  4,  holding  that  ordinarily 
true  owner  cannot  have  injunction  against  sale  of  chattels  attached  as  prop- 
erty of  another;  Dunn  v.  Baxter,  30  W.  Va.  672,  6  S.  E.  214,  hoUling  same; 
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'Zinn  V.  Zinn,  54  W.  Va.  483,  46  S.  E.  202,  to  point  that  bill  to  remove  cloud 
from  title  to  personalty,  having  no  peculiar  value,  does  not  lie. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  22  A.  S.  R.  143;  52  A.  S.  R.  776;  53  A.  S.  R. 
i)36,— on  injunction  to  restrain  collection  of  taxes. 

Cited  in  notes  in  69  A.  D.  203,  on  injunctions  to  restrain  enforcement  of 
taxes  or  assessments  against  personal  property;  22  L.R.A.  708,  on  injunction 
4igainst  collection  of  illegal  personal  tax. 

Distinguished  in  Kerr  v.  Hill,  27  W.  Va.  576,  holding  that  where  one  trustee 
^appropriates  personalty  claimed  by  another  trustee  cestui  que  trust  of  latter 
may  seek  relief  in  equity. 

49  AM.  REP.  290,  STATE  ▼.  BAIiTOfORE  &  O.  B.  GO.  24  W.  VA.  788. 
Proper  exercise  of  police  power. 

Cited  in  Hennington  v.  Georgia,  163  U.  S.  299,  41  L.  ed.  166,  16  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  1086  (affirming  90  Ga.  396,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  413,  17  S.  E.  1009). 
sustaining  state  statute  prohibiting  running  of  even  interstate  freight  trains 
on  Sunday;  State  v.  Dent,  25  W.  Va.  1,  sustaining  statute  regulating  practice 
of  medicine. 

Denied  in  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  88  Va.  95,  29  A.  S.  K  705,  13  L.R.A. 
107,  13  S.  £.  340,  holding  statute  prohibiting  running  of  freight  trains  on  Sun- 
'day,  void  as  to  interstate  trains. 
Criminal  liability  for  violation  of  Sunday  law. 

Cited  in  Wells  v.  Com.  107  Va.  834,  57  S.  E.  588  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
<luestion  whether  violation  of  Sunday  law  is  misdemeanor. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  K  Co.  33  W.  Va.  440,  10  S.  E.  813, 
holding  indictment  against  railroad  for  running  trains  on  Sunday,  not  sus- 
tainable. 
Burden  of  proof  on  prosecution  for  violation  of  Sunday  law. 

Cited  in  State  v.  McBee,  52  W.  Va.  257,  60  L.R.A.  638,  43  S.  E.  121,  holding 
that  state  must  prove  that  one  charged  with  laboring  on  Sunday  was  not  en- 
gaged in  work  of  kind  permitted  by  statute. 

40  AM.  REP.  802,  WHITAKER  v.  WARREN,  60  N.  H.  20. 
Recoveries  in  actions  for  injuries  to  children. 

Cited  in  Adams  Hotel  v.  Cobb,  3  Ind.  Terr.  50,  53  S.  W.  478,  liolding  that 
father  may  recover  for  loss  of  services  of  injured  child  and  for  medical  ex- 
penses; McGarr  v.  National  &  P.  Worsted  Mills,  24  R.  I.  447,  96  A.  S.  R.  749, 
60  L.R.A.  122,  53  Atl.  320,  holding  that  mother,  entitled  to  child's  services, 
may  sue  where  child  is  injured;  Horgan  v.  Pacific  Mills,  158  Mass.  402,  35 
A.  S.  R.  504,  33  N.  E.  581,  holding  same  as  to  widowed  mother  who  was  head 
of  family. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  35  A.  S.  R.  506,  on  damages  to  parent  for  injury 
to  child;  68  A.  S.  R.  561,  on  recovery  for  death  of  child. 
Nature  of  statutes  allowing  double  damages. 

Cited  in  Quimby  v.  Woodbury,  63  N.  H.  370,  holding  doctrine  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  applicable  in  actions  under  statute  for  double  damages  for  in- 
juries caused  by  dogs. 
joinder  of  different  forms  of  actions. 

Cited  in  Hult  v.  Hickey,  67  N.  H.  411,  29  AtL  456,  holding  that  trial  court 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


49  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  76^ 

may  require  plaintiff  to  elect  between  his  count  in  case  and  his  count  in  as- 
sumpsit. 

49  AM.  REP.  804,  KEUBHER  ▼.  PUTNAM,  60  N.  H.  80. 
Right  to  restrain  or  confine  insane  person. 

Cited  in  Sporza  v.  German  Sav.  Bank,  192  N.  Y.  8,  84  N.  E.  406;  Porter  v. 
Ritch,  70  Conn.  235,  39  L.R.A.  353,  39  Atl.  169, — ^holding  temporary  restraint 
pending  inquiry  into  person's  sanity,  justifiable;  State  ex  rel.  Cunningham  v. 
Ray,  63  N.  H.  406,  to  point  that  a  reasonable  necessity  authorizes  restraint  of 
insane  person;  Emmerich  v.  Thorley,  35  App.  Div.  462,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  791, 
holding  one,  confining  insane  person,  without  legal  process,  not  liable  there- 
for if  confinement  is  necessary. 

Cited  in  note  in  43  A.  S.  R.  534,  on  due  process  of  law  as  applied  to  insane 
persons. 

49  AM.  REP.  805,  DARLING  v.  WIIiSON,   60  N.  H.  50. 

When  mortgage  upon  animals  covers  Increase  thereof. 

Cited  in  Rogers  v.  Highland,  69  Iowa,  604,  58  A.  R.  230,  29  N.  W.  429,  hold- 
ing suckling  colts,  covered  by  mortgage  executed  upon  mare  while  with  foal; 
Holt  V.  Lucas,  77  Kan.  710,  127  A.  S.  R.  469,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  203,  96  Pac. 
30,  holding  increase  of  domestic  animals  covered  by  mortgage;  Cahoon  v. 
Miers,  67  Md.  673,  41  Atl.  278,  holding  that  title  to  increase  of  mortgaged 
animals  is  in  mortgagee;  Ellis  v.  Reaves,  94  Tenn.  210,  28  S.  W.  1089,  hold- 
ing foal  of  mortgaged  mare,  covered  by  deed  of  trust;  Enright  v.  Dodge,  64 
Vt.  502,  24  Atl.  768,  holding  mortgage  executed  upon  mare  while  with  foal, 
inoperative  as  to  one  purchasing  colt  after  nurture  period;  Rogers  v.  Gage. 
59  Mo.  App.  107,  holding  same  with  respect  to  subsequent  mortgagee;  Funk 
V.  Paul,  64  Wis.  35,  54  A.  R.  576,  24  N.  W.  419,  holding  that  except  as  to  bona 
fide  purchasers,  mortgage  will  cover  off-spring  of  animals  mortgaged  during 
period  of  gestation. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  53  A.  S.  R.  210,  on  mortgagee's  right  to  increase 
of  animals. 

Cited  in  notes  in  109  A.  S.  R.  523,  on  mortgage  on  animals  and  their  in- 
crease; 17  L.R.A.  82,  on  title  to  increase  of  animals  as  between  mortgagee  and 
other  claimants. 

Criticized  in  Shoobert  v.  DeMotta,  112  Cal.  215,  53  A.  8.  R.  207,  44  Pac.  487, 
holding  that  title  to  increase  of  mortgaged  animals  is  in  mortgagor  where  chat- 
tel mortgages  transfer  no  title;  Demers  v.  Graham,  36  Mont.  402,  122  A.  S.  R. 
384,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  431,  93  Pac.  268,  13  A.  k  E.  Ann.  Cas.  97,  holding  that 
mortgage  on  cows,  not  transferring  title,  does  not  cover  calves  then  in  gestation 
and  born  prior  to  foreclosure. 

49  AM.  REP.  807,  BANK  OP  NEWBURY  v.  SINOIjAIR,  60  N.  H.  100. 
Conditions  to  action  on  guaranty. 

Cited  in  Hungerford  v.  O'Brien,  37  Minn.  306,  34  N.  W.  161;  Bank  Comrs. 
V.  Security  Trust  Co.  70  N.  H.  536,  49  Atl.  113,— holding  that  no  demand  or 
notice  is  necessary  to  hold  guarantor  of  note;  Roberts  v.  Hawkins,  70  Mich.  566^ 
38  N.  W.  575,  holding  same;  Delsman  v.  Friedlander,  40  Or.  33,  66  Pac.  297, 
to  same  point;  McDonald  v.  Fernald,  68  N.  H.  171,  38  Atl.  729,  holding  same 
as  to  guarantor  upon  ordinary  contract;   Howland  v.  Currier,  69  N.  H.   202,. 
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44  At].   106^  holding  that  party  may  sue  on  guaranty  before  exhausting  his 
remedy  against  principal  debtor. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  84  A.  S.  R.  342,  on  notice  of  acceptance  of  guar- 
anty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  105  A.  S.  R.  516;  101  A.  S.  R.  853, — on  necessity  of  notice 
of  acceptance  to  complete  contract  of  guaranty;  105  A.  S.  R.  517,  on  necessity 
of  notice  to  guarantor  of  default  of  principal  obligor;  20  L.R.A.  260,  on  neces- 
sity of  notice  of  default  to  bind  guarantor  of  purchase  money;  16  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
359,  on  necessity  of  notice  of  acceptance  to  bind  absolute  guarantor  of  indebted- 
ness to  bank. 
Nature  of  right  to  sue  for  usurious  payments. 

Cited  in  Pearson  v.  Gooch,  69  N.  H,  571,  45  Atl.  406,  to  point  that  right  to 
sue  for  usurious  payment  is  personal  in  its  nature. 

49  AM.  KEP.  811,  SliGEPSR  v.  liACONIA,  60  N.  H.  201. 
!Extent  of  conveyances  bounding  on  streams  or  highways. 

Cited  in  McShane  v.  Main,  62  N.  H.  4,  holding  that  conveyance  bounded  by 
street  presumably  extends  to  its  centre;  Kent  v.  Taylor,  64  N.  H.  489,  13  Atl. 
419,  holding  that  conveyance  "to  tree  on  bank  of  river,  thence  up  river"  extends 
to  its  thread,  though  this  was  inconsistent  with  description  as  given  by  acres; 
Smith  V.  Furbish,  68  N.  H.  123,  47  L.R.A.  226,  44  Atl.  398,  holding  that  grantee 
of  abutting  land  presumably  takes  to  centre  of  stream;  Kendall  v.  Green,  67 
N.  H.  557,  42  Atl.  178,  to  same  point. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  49  A.  R.  609,  as  to  where  boundary  line  is  drawn 
when  a  river  is  described  as  boundary;  52  A.  R.  519,  on  effect  of  bounding  land 
by  roadside. 

Cited  in  notes  in  27  A.  S.  R.  60,  62,  on  lines  running  along  shore  as  boundary ; 
27  A.  S.  R.  56,  on  waters  as  boundary  lines  on  navigable  and  non-navigable 
streams;  6  L.R.A.  388,  on  public  lands,  surveys,  and  meander  lines;  42  L.R.A. 
507,  on  effect  of  bounding  grant  on  margin  of  river  or  public  water;  21  E.  R.  C. 
606,  on  presumption  of  ownership  to  thread  of  stream  or  highway. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  writing. 

Cited  in  Fletcher  v.  Chamberlin,  61  N.  H.  438,  to  point  that  parol  evidence 
of  grantee's  knowledge  of  existence  of  a  way  is  inadmissible  to  alter  deed; 
Meredith  Mechanic  Asso.  v.  American  Twist  Drill  Co.  66  N.  H.  267,  20  Atl. 
330,  holding  parol  evidence  conflicting  with  language  of  lease,  inadmissible. 

49  AM.  RBP.  S18,  FARNUM  v.  PATCH,  60  N.  H.  294. 
What  constitutes  a  partnership. 

Cited  in  Dow  v.  Northern  R.  Co.  67  N.  H.  1,  36  Atl.  510,  to  point  that 
joint  principals  in  a  business  are  partners;  Carter  v.  McClure,  98  Tenn.  109, 
60  A.  S.  R.  842,  36  L.R.A.  282,  38  S.  W.  585,  holding  that  subscribers  to  stock 
of  unincorporated  co-operative  store  are  partners. 

Cited  in  notes  in  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  973,  on  characteristics  of  partnerships; 
18  L.R,A.(N.S.)  1094,  on  partnership  liability  of  members  of  syndicates;  19 
E.  R.  C.  322,  on  what  constitutes  a  partnership. 

Distinguished  in  Winslow  v.  Young,  94  Me.  145,  47  Atl.  149,  holding  that 
partnership  relation  will  not  be  implied  contrary  to  intention  of  parties,  unless 
necessary  to  successful  operation  of  the  business. 
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49  AM.  REP.  321,  TILTON  v.  AMERICAN  BIBLE  SCO.  60  N.  H.  277. 
Admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  explain  or  Interpret  will. 

Cited  in  Women's  Union  Missionary  See.  v.  Mead,  131  111.  338,  23  N.  E.  603; 
Smith  V.  Kimball,  62  N.  H.  606;  Tallman  v.  Tallman,  3  Misc.  465,  23  N.  Y. 
Supp.  734, — ^holding  extrinsic  eridence,  admissible  to  cure  error  in  description 
of  legatee;  Gilmer  v.  Stone,  120  U.  S.  686,  30  L.  ed.  734,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  689, 
holding  same;  to  show  that  missions  of  particular  denomination  were  intended 
by  bequests  to  missions  in  general;  Daugherty  v.  Rogers,  119  Ind.  254,  3 
L.R.A.  847,  20  N.  E.  779,  to  point  that  ambiguity  disclosed  by  extrinsio  evi- 
dence may  be  removed  by  extrinsic  evidence;  Chappell  v.  Missionary  Soc.  3 
Ind.  App.  366,  50  A.  S.  R.  276,  29  N.  E.  924,  holding  extrinsic  evidence,  ad- 
missible to  identify  legatee;  Hinckley  v.  Thatcher,  139  Mass.  477,  62  A.  R. 
719,  1  N.  E.  840,  holding  same  to  identify  societies  intended  by  "Foreign  Mis- 
sionary Societies;"  Ross  v.  Eiger,  42  W.  Va.  402,  26  S.  E.  193,  holding  same; 
.  to  show  what  school  was  intended  by  "M.  E.  Church  school"  of  certain  place; 
Webster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  57  A.  R.  278,  28  N.  W.  353,  holding  same;  to 
show  which  of  two  cemetery  associations  was  intended. 

Cited  in  notes  in  50  A.  S.  R.  287,  on  extrinsic  evidence  to  identify  beneficiary 
under  will;  2  E.  R.  C.  726,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  explain  latent 
ambiguity. 
Payment  of  legacies. 

Cited  in  Carr  v.  St.  Peaul's  Parish,  71  N.  H.  231,  61  Atl.  920,  on  question  as 
to  when  legacies  are  payable;  Webster  v.  Wiggin,  19  R.  I.  653,  35  Atl.  961,  to 
point  that  executor  must  notify  legatee  of  legacy  where  latter  is  ignora?it 
thereof. 

Expenses  chargeable  to  estate. 

Cited  in  Page  v.  Boynton,  63  N.  H.  190,  holding  estate,  not  chargeable  with 
executor's  expense  for  defense  of  suit  which  he  should  have  avoided. 
Relevancy  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Watson  v.  Twombly,  60  N.  H.  491,  holding  that  question  as  to  what 
evidence  is  too  trivial  to  be  admissible  must  be  determined  at  the  trial;  Mor- 
rill V.  Warner,  66  N.  H.  672,  29  Atl.  412,  sustaining  trial  court's  admission 
of  evidence  of  state  of  weather  in  one  town  to  prove  what  it  was  in  neighbor- 
ing town;  Gregg  v.  Northern  R.  Co.  67  N.  H.  452,  41  Atl.  271,  holding  evidence 
tending  only  to  confuse  and  mislead,  inadmissible;  Emerson  v.  Lebanon,  67 
N.  H.  679,  39  Atl.  466,  sustaining,  in  action  for  injury  from  defective  highway, 
trial  court's  rejection  of  evidence  of  admissions  of  highway  surveyor  made  four 
years  previously. 

49  AM.  REP.  824,  BALDWIN  v.  HARTFORD  INS.  OO.  tO  N.  H.  422. 
When  insurance  contracts  are  divisible. 

Cited  in  McQueeny  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  62  Ark.  267,  20  A.  S.  R,  179,  6  L.R,A. 
744,  12  S.  W.  498,  holding  that  contract  is  entire  where  amount  of  insurance 
is  apportioned  to  distinct  items,  but  premium  is  gross;  Essex  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Meriden  Fire  Ins.  Co.  57  Conn.  336,  4  L.R.A.  769,  17  Atl.  930,  holding  that 
policy,  avoided  as  to  building  by  transfer  of  title,  is  also  avoided  as  to  per- 
sonalty therein;  Southern  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Knight,  111  Ga.  622,  78  A.  S.  R.  216, 
52  L.R.A.  70,  36  S.  E.  821,  holding  that  where  premium  is  gross  sum,  policy 
is,  though  it  covers  different  classes  of  property,  indivisible  contract;  Goor- 
berg  V.  Western  Assur.  Co.   150  Cal.  610,  119  A.  S.  R.  246,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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^76,  89  Pac.  130^  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Gas.  801,  holding  that  question  whether  con- 
tract is  entire  in  such  cases  depends  on  fact  whether  the  different  properties 
are  subject  to  same  risks. 

Cited  in  notes  in  8  L.R.A.  834,  on  entire  and  severable  contracts  of  fire  in- 
«urance;  19  L.R.A.  213,  as  to  severability  of  insurance  in  same  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  118  N.  Y.  618,  23  N.  E.  883, . 
holding  that  policy's  terms  were  such  that  if  it  was  void  as  to  bam  it  was 
«lso  void  as  to  barn's  contents. 
Materiality  of  matters  to  risks  insured  against. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  ^tna  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  67  N.  H.  335,  39  AtL  902,  holding 
that  question  as  to  what  matters  are  material  to  risk  is  for  jury. 

49  AM.  RCP.  826,  TOWLE  v.  WOOD,  60  N.  H.  484. 

Crifts  and  testamentary  disposition  of  property. 

Cited  in  Norway  Sav.  Bank  y.  Merriam,  88  Me.  146,  33  Atl.  840,  holding  no 
gift  created  by  deposit  in  savings  bank  in  names  of  donor  and  donee,  or  their 
survivor  in  joint  tenancy;  Morey  v.  Sohier,  63  N.  H.  607,  56  A.  R.  538,  3  Atl. 
636,  holding  that  wills  and  written  revocations  thereof  must  be  executed  in 
•conformity  to  statute;  Sanborn  v.  Sanborn,  65  N.  H.  172,  18  Atl.  233,  holding 
that  donor's  own  note,  payable  to  donee,  cannot  be  subject  of  gift  causa  mortis; 
Harris  v.  Scott,  67  N.  H.  437,  32  Atl.  770,  on  question  whether  agreement  be- 
tween stockholders  that  survivor  might  purchase  other's  stock,  is  testamentary 
in  its  nature;  Fellows  v..  Fellows,  69  N.  H.  339,  46  Atl.  474,  to  point  that 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  transaction  was  intended  to  operate 
as  gift. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  409,  on  what  determines  whether  in- 
strument is  contract  or  will. 

Cited  in  notes  in  89  A.  S.  R.  491,  on  wills  in  form  of  transfers  of  bank  de- 
posits; 31  L.R.A.  454,  on  joint  accounts  in  savings  banks;  136  A.  S.  R.  603,  on 
joint,  mutual,  reciprocal,  or  multi-wills. 

40  AM.  REP.  828,  FEXLOWS  v.  ALLEif,  60  N.  H.  489. 
Berocation  of  wills. 

Cited  in  Hoitt  v.  Hoitt,  63  N.  H.  475,  56  A.  R.  530,  3  Atl.  604,  holding  that 
fact  of  will  being  found  among  worthless  papers  works  no  revocation  of  it; 
Gardner  v.  Gardner,  72  N.  H.  267,  66  Atl.  316,  holding  bequest,  revoked  pro 
tanto  by  testator's  alienation  of  part  of  bequeathed  property. 
—  By  marriage. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Dismer,  14  App.  D.  C.  446;  Colcord  v.  Conroy,  40  Fla. 
HI,  23  So.  661;  Re  Emery,  81  Me.  275,  17  Atl.  68;  Roane  v.  Hollingshead,  76 
Md.  369,  35  A.  S.  R.  438,  17  L.R.A.  592,  25  Atl.  307;  Kelly  v.  Stevenson,  86 
Minn.  247,  89  A.  S.  R.  545,  56  L.R.A.  754,  88  N.  W.  739;  Re  Lyon,  96  Wis. 
339,  65  A.  S.  R.  52,  71  N.  W.  362,— holding  rule  that  marriage  revoked  woman's 
ante-nuptial  will,  inoperative  where  statutes  have  removed  her  disabilities; 
Morey  v.  Sohier,  63  N.  H.  507,  56  A.  R.  538,  3  Atl.  636,  to  same  point;  Ellis 
V.  Darden,  86  Ga.  368,  11  L.R.A.  51,  12  S.  E.  662,  holding  woman's  will, 
not  made  in.  contemplation  of  marriage,  revoked,  under  Georgia  statutes,  by 
b«r  subsequent  marriage;  Hoitt  v.  Hoitt,  63  N.  H.  476,  56  A.  R.  530,  3  Atl. 
604,  holdiug  will,  not  revoked  by  death  of  legatees,  teptator's  alienation  of 
larger  portion  of  his  estate,  and  his  second  marriage  without  issue;  Francis  y. 
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Marsh,  64  W.  Va.  545,  46  S.  E.  573,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  665,  to  point  that  at 
common  law  woman's  marriage  revoked  her  will;  Re  Ward,  70  Wis.  251,  5 
A.  S.  R.  174,  35  N.  W.  731,  holding  woman's  will  made  in  favor  of  children 
of  former  marriage,  not  revoked  by  her  subsequent  marriage. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  21  A.  S.  R.  329,  on  revocation  of  will  by  mar- 
riage; 52  A.  R.  255,  on  revocation  of  will  by  subsequent  marriage;  5  A.  S.  R.. 
177;  35  A.  S.  R.  442, — on  power  of  married  woman  to  make  will. 

Cited  in  notes  in  80  A.  D.  517;  35  A.  S.  R.  442,— on  revocation  of  will  by^ 
woman's  subsequent  marriage;  28  A.  S.  R.  359,  on  marriage  of  woman  as  im- 
plied revocation  of  will. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Petridge,  47  Wash.  77,  91  Pac.  634,  holding  woman's 
will,  revoked,  under  Washington  statutes,  by  her  marriage  and  survival  of 
husband;  Re  Booth,  40  Or.  154,  66  Pac.  710,  holding  that  same  rule  prevails 
under  Oregon  statutes. 

49  AM.  KEF.  881,  STATE  v.  DAME,  60  N.  H.  470. 
Evidence  of  character. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  L.R.A.  612,  on  evidence  as  to  character  of  inmates  of  dis- 
orderly house. 

40  AM.  REP.   888,  SNOW  v.  PERKINS,   00  N.  H.   408. 
Manure  as  a  fixture. 

Cited  in  Ewell  Fixtures,  2d  ed.  p.  183,  as  to  when  manure  made  hy  tenant  i» 
not  a  part  of  the  real  estate. 

40  AM.  REP.  884,  GOODAXE  v.  MOONET,  60  N.  H.  528. 
Charitable  trusts. 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  Whitcomb,  74  N.  H.  482,  17  LJLA.(N.S.)  733,  69  Atl.  779,. 
holding  that  liberality  of  construction  prevails  in  upholding  trusts  as  charitable* 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  1  A.  S.  R.  416,  on  validity  of  devises  and  bequests 
to  charitable  uses ;  63  A.  S.  R.  807,  on  discretion  of  charitable  trustees. 

Cited  in  notes  in  49  A.  S.  R.  128,  on  rule  against  perpetuities  as  applicable 
to  charitable  uses;  63  A.  S.  R.  256,  on  benevolence,  philanthropy,  and  charity 
at  large;  3  L.RJ^.  149,  on  validity  of  bequests  to  charitable  uses;  6  L.R.A.  511. 
on  charitable  gifts;  14  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  76,  on  creation  and  general  requisites  of 
trust  for  charity  or  religion;  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  90,  on  inclusion  of  purposes  not 
charitable  in  bequest  for  charity  or  religion;  5  £.  R.  C.  679,  on  validity  of  be- 
quest in  trust  for  charitable  purposes. 
—  Definiteness  In. 

Cited  in  Clayton  v.  Hallett,  30  Colo.  231,  97  A.  S.  R.  117,  59  L.R.A.  407,  70 
Pac.  429,  sustaining  devise  for  establishment  of  college  for  poci  white  male  or* 
phans;  executors  being  empowered  to  promulgate  rules  and  regulations  for  col- 
lege; Haynes  v.  Carr,  70  N.  H.  463,  49  Atl.  638,  sustaining  bequest  to  trus- 
tees for  charitable  and  educational  purposes;  Webster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366» 
57  A.  R.  278,  28  N.  W.  353,  sustaining  bequest  to  such  needy  relatives  as  execu- 
tors may  select. 

Cited  in  note  in  60  A.  R.  230,  on  uncertainty  of  designation  in  charitable  be- 
quest. 
Jurisdiction  of  equity  over  charities. 

Cited  in  Webster  v.  Sughrow,  69  N.  H.  380,  48  L.R.A.  100,  45  Atl.  139;  Haynea 
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V.  Carr,  70  N.  H.  463,  49  Atl.  638, — ^holding  that  equity  has,  independently  of 
statute  of  Elizabeth,  inherent  jurisdiction  over  charities. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  66,  on  origin  and  nature  of  chancery  juris- 
diction over  charities. 

Constraction  of  written  instruments. 

Cited  in  Edgerly  v.  Barker,  66  N.  H.  434,  28  L.R.A.  328,  31  Atl.  900;  Stevens 
V.  Underhill,  67  N.  H.  68,  36  Atl.  370;  Stratton  v.  Stratton,  68  N.  H.  582,  44  Atl. 
699, — holding  that  construction  of  will  is  ascertainment  of  testator's  expressed 
intention,  which  is  question  of  fact;  Sanborn  v.  Sanborn,  62  N.  H.  631;  Smith  v. 
Furbish,  68  N.  H.  123,  47  L.R.A.  226,  44  Atl.  398,  —to  same  point;  Kendall  v. 
Oreen,  67  N.  H.  557,  42  Atl.  178, 'holding  that  intention  of  parties  to  writing 
is  determined  as  question  of  fact  and  not  by  application  of  technical  rules;  Up- 
ton T.  Hosmer,  70  N.  H.  493,  49  Atl.  96,  holding  that  covenants  in  lease  need 
not  be  expressed  in  any  special  form. 

When  word   ''benevolent"   is  synonymous  with  "charitable." 

Cited  in  Fox  v.  Gibbs,  86  Me.  87,  29  Atl.  940;  Re  Murphy,  184  Pa.  310, 
63  A.  S.  R.  802,  39  Atl.  70,— holding  that  term  "benevolent"  is  synonymous  with 
''charitable'*  when  used  in  connection  therewith. 

Distinguished  in  Mason  v.  Perry,  22  R.  I.  475,  48  Atl.  673,  holding  that  be- 
quest to  benevolent  organization  is  not  necessarily  for  charitable  purposes. 
"When  word  "relatives"  is  synonymous  with  "next  of  kin.*' 

Distinguished  in  Snow  v.  Durgin,  70  N.  H.  121,  47  Atl.  89,  holding  term  ''rela- 
tives," as  used  in  particular  will,  not  synonymous  with  "next  of  kin." 

49  AM.  REP.  839,  WEBER  v.  HARTMAN,  7  COLO.  IS,  1  PAC.  230. 

lilen  for  care  of  animals. 

Cited  in  Bailey  v.  O'Fallon,  30  Colo.  419,  70  Pac.  755,  holding;;  that  any  unau- 
thorized act  by  party  in  enforcing  lien  for  care  of  animals  relates  back  and  ren- 
ders whole  proceeding  void;  Mills  v.  Fortune,  14  N.  D.  460,  105  N.  W.  235,  hold- 
ing that  one  claiming  lien  upon  estrays  must  show  strict  compliance  with  stat- 
ute. 
Right  to  ase  estrays. 

Cited  in  notes  in  8  A.  S.  R.  273,  on  use  of  estrays,  not  necessary  for  their  pres- 
ervation, as  constituting  a  tort;  11  £.  R.  C.  125,  on  right  of  finder  to  use  or 
work  an  estray. 

49  AM.  REP.  344,  RICHARDSON  ▼.  BRICKER,   7   COLO.   58,   1   PAC. 

438. 
Removal  of  bar  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Toothaker  v.  Boulder,  13  Colo.  219,  22  Pac.  468,  holding  rules  govern- 
ing removal  of  bar  of  statute  in  actions  of  assumpsit,  inapplicable  in  actions  upon 
specialties;  Gregory  v.  Filbeck,  20  Colo.  App.  131,  77  Pac.  369,  to  point  that 
where  part  payment  removes  bar,  the  cause  of  action  is  based  upon  promise  im- 
plied in  law. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  60  A.  R.  267,  on  acknowledgment  taking  debt  out  of 
statute  of  limitations;  34  A.  S.  R.  721,  on  effect  of  acknowledgment  of  debt  to 
suspend  running  of  limitations. 
—  By  conditional  promises. 

Cited  in  Boone  v.  A'Hem,  98  111.  App.  610;  Halladay  ▼.  Weeks,  127  Mich.  363, 
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89  A.  S.  R.  478,  86  N.  W.  799, — holding  that  condition  must  be  performed,  for 
conditional  promise  to  be  available;  Rodgers  ▼.  Byers,  127  Cal.  628,  (JO  Pac  42^ 
holding  same. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  60  A.  R.  407,  on  effect  of  conditional  promise  to- 
pay  on  statute  of  limitations;  68  A.  R.  749,  on  conditional  promise  as  reviving 
debt  barred  by  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  notes  in  102  A.  S.  R.  776,  on  effect  of  conditional  promise  to  suspend 
running  or  remove  bar  of  limitations;  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  300,  on  effect  of  promise 
to  pay  "as  soon  as  he  (promisor)  can;"  16  E.  R.  C.  176,  on  sufficiency  of  ac- 
knowledgment to  postpone  running  of  statute  of  limitations. 

49   AM.   REP.    847,    SAIiSBURY  ▼.   ELLISON,    7    COIiO.    Ii7.    2   PAC. 

006;  Later  appeal  In  8  Colo.  157,  6  Pac.  217. 
Power  of  sarrlving  partner  of  insolvent  Arm  over  Its  property. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  21  A.  S.  R.  693,  on  rights  of  surviving  partner. 

Cited  in  notes  in  66  A.  D.  302;  4  A.  S.  R.  466;  6  L.R.A.  671,— on  power  of 
surviving  partner  to  make  a  general  assignment;  43  A.  S.  R.  376,  on  effect  on 
rights  of  firm  creditors  of  transfer  of  interest  resulting  from  death  of  one  part- 
ner. 

Distinguished  in  Burchinell  v.  Koon,  8  Colo.  App.  463,  46  Pac  932,  holding 
that  surviving  partner  of  insolvent  firm  may  mortgage  firm  assets  to  «ecur& 
firm  debt;  Patton  v.  Leftwich,  86  Va.  421,  19  A.  S.  R.  902,  C  L.R.A  569,  10 
S.  E.  686,  holding  assignment  by  surviving  partner  of  insolvent  firm,  for  benefit 
of  social  creditors,  valid  though  it  established  preferences. 

Doubted  in  State  ex  reL  Richardson  v.  Withrow,  141  Mo.  69,  41  S.  W.  980,. 
upon  point  that  surviving  partner  of  insolvent  firm  cannot  make  assignment  with 
preferences. 

Effect  of  void  deed. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Hamilton,  26  Colo.  263,  68  Pac.  196,  to  point  that  void  deed 
may  be  rejected  as  nullity. 

49  AM.  REP.  S51,  PEOPLE  v.  GREEN,  7  COLO.  287,  3  PAC.  65. 
Disbarment  of  attorneys. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Newton  v.  Rogers,  9  Colo.  606,  to  point  that  attorney  was 
disbarred  for  making  malicious  verbal  assault  on  judge;  State  Law  Examiners  v. 
Hart,  104  Minn.  88,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  586,  116  N.  W.  212,  suspending  attorney  for 
writing  insulting  letter  to  judge  in  respect  to  case  in  which  attorney  was  inter- 
ested; State  V.  Root,  6  N.  D.  487,  67  A.  S.  R.  568,  67  N.  W.  690,  to  point  that 
using  insulting  language  toward  judge  in  respect  to  pending  case  is  ground  for 
disbarment;  Ex  parte  Ditchburn,  32  Or.  538,  62  Pac.  694,  suspending  attorney  for 
practising  fraud  upon  court;  Re  Snow,  27  Utah,  265,  76  Pac.  741,  to  point  that 
professional  misconduct  or  neglect  of  duty  is  groimd  for  disbarment;  Re  O — ,  73 
Wis.  602,  42  N.  W.  221,  holding  "good  moral  character"  condition  requisite  for 
rightful  contiuuance  in  practice  of  profession;  Re  Brown,  3  Wyo.  121,  4  Pac.  1085, 
disbarring  attorney  who  in  conversation  nullified  court  and  charged  judge  with 
corruption. 

Cited  in  notes  in  96  A.  D.  336,  on  causes  for  disbarment  of  attorneys;  2  A.  S. 
R.  862,  on  suspension  and  disbarment  of  attorneys;  46  A.  S.  R.  86,  on  disbar- 
ment of  attorney  for  contempts  and  calumnies  of  courts  and  judges;  67  A.  S.  R. 
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559,  on  grounds  of  disbarment  of  attorney;  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  526,  on  want  of  due 
respect  toward  court  in  legal  papers  as  ground  for  disbarment. 
—  Jarlsdlction  in  proceedings  for. 

Cited  in  Re  Thatcher,  80  Ohio  St.  492,  89  N.  E.  39;  Ingersoll  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal 
Co.  117  Tenn.  263,  119  A.  8.  R.  1003n;  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  282,  98  8.  W.  178,  10 
A.  4  E.  Ann.  Cas.  829, — ^to  point  that  power  to  disbar  attorneys  is  Inherent  in 
courts;  Re  Waugh,  32  Wash.  50,  72  Pac  710  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of 
appellate  courts  to  disbar  attorneys. 

Cited  in  note  in  95  A.  D.  341,  343,  on  practice  in  disbarment  of  attorneys. 
What  Is  a  contempt  of  court. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  News-Times  Pub.  Co.  36  Colo.  263,  84 
Pao.  912  (dissenting  opinion),  on  question  whether  newspaper  publication  char- 
ging judges  with  corruption  in  respect  to  pending  case  constitutes  contempt. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  7  A.  S.  R.  124,  on  what  constitutes  contempt. 

Cited  in  notes  in  17  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  673,  on  criticism  of  opinion  after  case  has 
been  determined,  as  contempt  or  ground  for  disbarment;  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  586, 
on  personal  criticism  of,  or  insult  to,  court  because  of  decision  after  determina* 
tion  of  cause,  as  ground  for  contempt  or  disbarment. 

49  AM.  REP.  858,  GARVBT'S  GASB,  7  COLO.  884,  8  PAO.  908. 
What  constitutes  being  put  in  Jeopardy. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Corridon  y.  McLaughrey,  2  111.  C.  C.  210,  to  point  that  a 
void  trial  does  not  constitute  a  jeopardy;  Packer  y.  People,  8  Colo.  361,  8  Pac. 
564;  holding  that  trial  for  murder,  illegal  because  of  change  of  law,  constitutes 
no  jeopardy. 

Cited  in  note  in  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  4,  6,  7,  20,  22,  on  conyiction  for  lower  or  dif- 
ferent degree  in  prosecution  in  homicide. 

What  Judgments  may  be  attacked  in  habeas  corpus  proceedings. 

Cited  in  State  v.  District  Ct.  36  Mont.  321,  89  Pac.  63,  holding  that  for  judg- 
ment to  be  unassailable  on  habeas  corpus,  court  must  have  had  jurisdiction  to 
render  the  particular  judgment. 

49  AM.  REP.  866,  MURPHY  v.  HOBBS,  7  COIiO.  541.  5  PAO.  119. 
Right  to  exemplary  or  punitiye  damages. 

Cited  as  a  leading  case  in  French  v.  Deane,  19  Colo.  504,  24  L.R.A.  387,  36 
Pac.  609,  holding  that  mere  intentional  doing  of  wrong  act  is  not  malice  within 
meaning  of  statute  permitting  exemplary  damages  for  malicious  wrongs. 

Cited  in  Hoosac  Min.  &  Mill  Co.  v.  Donat,  10  Colo.  629,  16  Pac.  167 ;  Greeley, 
S.  L.  A  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Yeager,  11  Colo.  345,  18  Pac.  211;  Spokane  Truck  &  Dray  Co. 
V.  Holfer,  2  Wash.  46,  26  A.  S.  R.  842,  11  L.R.A.  689,  25  Pac.  1072,— rejecting 
doctrine  of  punitiye  damages;  Hewlett  y.  Tuttle,  15  Colo.  454,  24  Pac.  921,  hold- 
ing exemplary  damages,  not  recoverable  in  absence  of  statute;  French  y.  Deane, 
19  Colo.  504,  24  L.R.A.  387,  36  Pac.  609,  holding  statute  permitting  recovery  of 
punitive  damages,  void  as  to  existing  cause  of  action;  Courvoisier  v.  Raymond.. 
23  Colo.  113,  47  Pac.  284,  holding  rule  disallowing  exemplary  damages,  changed 
by  statute;  Williams  v.  Williams,  20  Colo.  51,  37  Pac.  614,  holding  that  exemp- 
lary damages,  recoverable  under  statute,  need  not  be  specially  declared  for;  Ris- 
tine  y.  Blocker,  15  Colo.  App.  224,  61  Pac.  486,  holding  railroad,  not  liable  in 
punitive  damages  for  torts  of  conductor,  notwithstanding  the  statute;   Donivan 
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V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  1  Misc.  368,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  457,  holding  master,  not  liable 
in  punitive  damages  for  wilful  tort  of  servant;  Isola  v.  Weber,  13  Misc.  97,  34 
N.  Y.  Supp.  77,  upon  point  that  exemplary  damages  are  not  allowed  under  Colo- 
rado law. 

Cited  in  notes  in  28  A.  S.  R.  872,  on  right  to  recover  exemj)]ar7  damages; 
28  A.  S.  R.  882,  on  recovery  of  exemplary  damages  for  criminal  tort;  17  L.RJL 
73,  on  recovery  of  exemplary  and  punitive  damages  for  negligently  causing  death. 

—  For  libel. 

Cited  in  Republican  Pub.  Co.  v.  Miner,  12  Colo.  77,  20  Pac  346,  holding  puni- 
tive damages  not  recoverable  in  action  for  libel;  Republican  Pub.  Co.  v.  Mosman, 
15  Colo.  399,  24  Pac.  1051,  holding  evidence  of  absence  of  malice,  inadmissible 
in  action  for  libel  unless  statute  permits  recovery  of  punitive  damages;  Republi- 
can Pub.  Co.  V.  Conroy,  5  Colo.  App.  262,  38  Pac.  423,  holding  exemplary  dam- 
ages, not  recoverable,  imder  the  statute,  for  mere  publication  of  libelous  article. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  £.  R.  C.  378,  379,  on  necessity  of  alleging  and  proving  spe- 
cial damage  in  libel  and  slander. 
dements  of  compensatory  damages. 

Cited  in  Republican  Pub.  Co.  v.  Mosman,  15  Colo.  399,  24  Pac.  1061,  holding 
damages  for  mental  suffering,  recoverable  as  compensatory  damages  in  actions  for 
libel. 
Actions  for  malicions  prosecatlon. 

Cited  in  Van  Meter  v.  Bass,  40  C6lo.  78,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  49,  90  Pac.  637, 
holding  fact  that  defendant  stated  facts  fully  and  fairly  to  prosecuting  attorney 
and  acted  upon  his  advice,  a  defense;  Wyatt  v.  Burdette,  43  Colo.  208,  95  Pac. 
336,  holding  that  attorney  must  be  apprised  of  all  known  facts;  Qrimes  v.  Green- 
blatt,  47  Colo.  495,  107  Pac.  1111,  19  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  608;  Williams  v.  Kyes, 
9  Colo.  App.  220,  47  Pac.  839, — holding  that  court  should  instruct  fully  upon 
subject  of  probable  cause;  Gurley  v.  Tomkins,  17  Colo.  437,  30  Pac  344,  holding 
that  court  should  direct  a  verdict  where  evidence  fails  to  suiftain  allegation  of 
want  of  probable  cause. 

Cited  in  notes  in  26  A,  S.  R.  152,  as  to  inferring  malice  in  action  of  malicious 
prosecution;  4  L.R.A.  257,  on  malice  as  element  of  malicious  prosecution. 

49  AM.  REP.  S77,  EDWARDS  ▼.  COM.  78  VA.  S9. 
Effect  of  pardon. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Martin,  59  Ohio  St.  212,  69  A.  8.  R.  762,  43  L.R.A.  94,  52  N. 
E.  188,  refusing  to  consider  pardoned  offense  in  determining  whether  party  was 
habitual  criminal;  Puryear  v.  Com.  83  Va.  46,  holding  juror's  incompetency,  be- 
cause of  conviction  for  felony,  removed  by  pardon. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  69  A.  S.  R.  764,  on  effect  of  pardon  in  event  of  com- 
mission of  second  offense. 

Cited  in  note  in  34  L.R.A.  403,  on  effect  of  prior  conviction  in  other  state  or 
country  under  statute  enhancing  penalty  of  crimes  when  committed  by  habitual 
criminals  or  prior  offenders. 

49  AM.  REP.  881,  BIRCH  v.  LINTON,  78  VA.  584. 
Disaffirmance  of  Infant's  contracts. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  76  A.  D.  218,  as  to  when  party  may  dissavow  deed 
made  during  infancy. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  18  A.  S.  R.  583,  on  Talidity  of  infants'  deed  of  conveyance; 
IS  A.  S.  R.  668,  on  infant's  disaffirmance  by  suit;  18  A.  S.  R.  677,  on  disaffirm- 
ance of  deeds  within  reasonable  time  after  reaching  majority;   12  L.R.A.  138, 
as  to  what  acts  are  necessary  to  disaffirm  an  infant's  contracts. 
What  instmctions  should  be  given. 

Cited  in  Burke  v.  Shaver,  92  Va.  345,  23  S.  E.  749,  holding  that  instructions 
founded  on  the  evidence,  and  consistent  with  the  law,  should  be  given. 

40  AM.  REP.  384,  MONTAGUE  v.  AliLEN,  78  VA.  592. 
Undue  influence  in  procuring  wills. 

Cited  in  Bush  v.  Delano,  113  Mich.  321,  71  N.  W.  628,  holding  that  legatee, 
who  drew  will,  has  burden  of  sustaining  it;  Hartman  v.  Strickler,  82  Va.  225, 
sustaining  trial  court's  finding  that  will  of  old  man  made  in  favor  of  persons  oc- 
cupying confidential  relations  was  procured  by  imdue  influence. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  2  A.  S.  R.  632,  on  validity  of  i^ill  drawn  by  bene- 
ficiary; 2  A.  S.  R.  362,  on  what  circiunstances  will  create  presumption  of  undue 
influence. 

Cited  in  notes  in  21  A.  S.  R.  97,  on  presumption  of  undue  influence;  31  A.  S.  R. 
683,  on  burden  of  proof  and  presumption  as  to  undue  influence  in  execution  of 
will 

Valne  of  expert  testimony. 

Cited  in  Shacklett  v.  Roller,  97  Va.  639,  34  S.  E.  492,  holding  testimony  by 
family  physician  as  to  testator's  mental  condition,  entitled  to  great  weight. 

Cited  in  notes  in  50  A.  S.  R.  286,  on  exceptions,  permitting  extrinsic  evidence 
to  explain  will;  39  L.R.A.  328,  on  weight  of  expert  opinion  as  to  sanity  or  in- 
sanity. 

Distinguished  in  Ward  v.  Brown,  53  W.  Va.  227,  44  S.  E.  488,  holding  that  or- 
dinarily  it  is  error  to  instruct  that  expert  testimony  is  entitled  to  great  weight. 

49  AM.  REP.  388,  DUN  v.  SEABOARD  &  R.  R.  CO.   78  VA.   645. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Southwest  Improv.  Co.  v.  Andrew,  86 
Va.  270,  9  S.  E.  1015. 
What  constitutes  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  Axtell,  84  Va.  231,  4  S.  E.  687,  denying  recovery  to  one  in- 
jured while  negligently  walking  about  station  platform  in  nighttime;  Stewart  v. 
Newport  News  &  M.  Valley  Co.  86  Va.  988,  11  S.  E.  885,  denying  recovery  where 
one,  familiar  with  the  conditions,  walked  into  open  coal  shute;  Wise  Terminal  Co. 
V.  McCormick,  104  Va.  400,  51  S.  E.  731,  denying  recovery  to  employee  injured 
in  negligently  boarding  moving  train;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  1  Va.  Dec. 
680  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  whether  brakeman's  injury  was  due  to  his  own 
negligence. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  L.R.A.  282,  on  voluntary  assumption  of  peril  as  contributory 
negligence. 
—  On  railroad  track. 

Cited  in  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  King,  81  Ala.  177,  2  So.  152,  deny- 
ing recovery  to  one  injured  by  coming  together  of  cars  between  which  she  stood ; 
New  York,  P.  &  N.  R,  Co.  v.  Kellam,  83  Pa.  851,  7  S.  E.  703,  holding  it,  negli- 
gence to  drive  across  track  without  looking  for  trains  until  on  track;  Moore  v. 
Norfolk  A  W.  R.  R.  Co.  87"  Va.  489,  12  S.  E.  968,  denying  recovery  to  employee 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XIX.— 49. 
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injured  wLile  off  duty  by  placing  himself  in  path  of  passing  train ;  Norfolk  &  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Stone,  88  Va.  310,  13  S.  E.  432,  holding  it,  negligence  for  boy  to  drive 
across  railroad  track  with  his  ears  wrapped  up;  Johnson  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R. 
Co.  91  Va.  171,  21  S.  E.  238,  holding  it  negligence  to  cross  track  in  front  of  ap- 
proaching train;  Richmond  Traction  Co.  v.  Hildebrand,  99  Va.  48,  34  S.  E.  888 
(rereporting  98  Va.  22),  holding  declaration  charging  that  plaintiff  was  struck 
by  car  just  as  she  stepped  on  track,  demurrable. 

—  Of  passengers  generally. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Myers,  25  C.  C.  A.  486,  49  U.  S. 
App.  279,  80  Fed.  361,  denying  recovery  to  passenger  injured  through  his  unneces- 
sarily going  into  place  of  danger;  Berry  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  124  Mo.  223,  to 
point  that  passenger  cannot  recover  for  injury  to  which  his  carelessness  contri- 
butes; Norfolk  &  W.  R,  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  79  Va.  241,  denying  recovery  to  pas- 
senger injured  while  in  position  of  danger  which  he  had  taken  on  train;  Jam- 
mison  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  92  Va.  327,  53  A.  S.  R.  813,  23  S.  E.  758,  deny- 
ing recovery  to  passenger  thrown  from  platform  of  moving  car  while  seeking 
conductor:  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  183,  33  L.R.A.  69,  24 
S.  E.  570,  denying  recovery  to  Intoxicated  passenger  injured  while  riding  on  plat- 
form contrary  to  request  of  conductor. 

—  Passenger  placing  his  body  outside  of  line  of  car. 

Cited  in  Knauss  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  29  Ind.  App.  216,  64  N.  E.  95, 
holding  railroad,  not  liable  where  boy  excited  by  collision,  put  his  head  out  of 
car  window  and  was  killed;  Kird  v.  New  Orleans  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  105  La.  226, 
29  So.  729,  on  question  whether  it  is  negligence  for  passenger  to  rest  his  arm  on 
€ill  of  open  window  x>f  railway  car;  Coleman  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  114  N.  Y. 
609,  21  N.  E.  1064,  holding  that  passenger  assiunes  risks  incident  to  his  placing 
himself  outside  of  line  of  car;  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  y.  Scott,  88  Va.  958,  16 
L.R.A.  91,  14  S.  E.  763,  denying  recovery  to  passenger  where  his  hand,  which  be 
put  out  of  window,  struck  against  bridge. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  A.  R.  690,  on  passenger  resting  his  arm  outside  car  win- 
dow as  contributory  negligence ;  116  A.  S.  R.  721,  on  negligence  by  passenger  on 
«team  railroad  in  projecting  member  of  body  out  of  car  window;  16  L.RJL  92,  on 
passenger's  negligent  exposure  of  person  at  car  window. 

Distinguished  in  Moakler  v.  Willamette  Valley  R,  Co.  18  Or.  189,  17  A.  8.  R. 
717,  6  L.R.A.  656,  22  Pac.  948,  refusing  to  nonsuit  passenger  injured  by  stick 
falling  through  open  window,  though  his  elbow  projected  out  of  window. 
Contributory  negligence  as  bar  to  recovery. 

Cited  in  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Pickleseimer,  85  Va.  798,  10  S.  E.  44,  deny- 
ing recovery  to  one  injured  on  railroad  through  his  own  negligence;  Richmond  & 
D.  R.  Co.  V.  Yeamans,  86  Va.  860,  12  S.  E.  946,  holding  it,  error  to  instruct  that 
plaintiff's  contributing  to  his  injury  will  not  bar  recovery  unless  he  was  in  fault 
in  so  contributing;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cottrell,  83  Va,  512,  3  8.  E.  123, 
denying  recovery  to  brakeman  injured  through  his  own  negligence  in  coupling 
cars;  Piedmont  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  v.  Patteson,  84  Va.  747,  6  S.  E.  4, 
denying  recovery  where  lineman's  negligence  contributed  to  his  electrocution; 
Eastburn  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  34  W.  Va.  681,  12  S.  E.  819,  denying  recovery  to 
brakeman  injured  in  collision  through  his  own  negligence. 
Necessity  for  alleging  freedom  from  contributory  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Carrico  v.  West  Virginia,  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  35  W.  Va,  389.  14 
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S.  E.  12,  holding  that  declaration  need  not  aver  that  plaintiff  was  free  from  neg- 
ligence. 
Doctrine  of  last  clear  chance. 

Cited  in  Shenandoah  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Moose,  83  Va.  827,  3  S.  E.  796,  holding 
defendant  liable,  if,  by  use  of  ordinary  care,  effect  of  plaintiff's  negligence  could 
have  been  avoided;  New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  85  Va.  939,  9  S.  E.  321; 
Marks  v.  Petersburg  R.  Co.  88  Va.  1,  13  S.  E.  299, — to  same  point;  Virginia  Mid- 
land R.  Co.  V.  Boswell,  82  Va.  932,  7  S.  E.  383,  holding  such  rule,  inapplicable 
though  trackwalker  failed  to  see  that  person,  whom  he  warned  of  approaching 
train,  left  track;  Farley  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  81  Va.  783;  Virginia  Midland 
R.  Co.  V.  Barksdale,  82  Va.  330, — ^holding  railroad,  not  liable  where  train  could 
not  be  stopped  before  striking  person  walking  on  track ;  Rudd  v.  Richmond  &  D. 
R.  Co.  80  Va.  546,  holding  same  as  to  boy  struck  while  lying  asleep  on  track; 
Virginia  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  White,  84  Va.  498,  10  A.  S.  R.  874,  5  S.  E.  573,  hold- 
ing that  engineer  must  use  ordinary  care,  not  only  after  seeing  person  upon  track, 
but  in  keeping  lookout;  Ayers  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  84  Va.  679,  5  S.  E.  582, 
holding  railroad,  liable  for  death  of  brakeman  caused  by  its  negligence  after  dis- 
covering his  perilous  .position. 
Fanction  of  Jury  In  negligence  cases. 

Cited  in  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Burge,  84  Va.  63,  4  S.  E.  21,  holding  that  ques- 
tion of  negligence  is  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact;  New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Cooper,  86  Va.  939,  9  S.  E.  321  (dissenting  opinion),  upon  point  that  jury  must 
find  facts  in  negligence  cases,  and  judge  instruct  as  to  law. 
Sufficiency  of  declaration  in  negligence  case. 

Distinguished  in  Norfolk  &  W.  R,  Co.  v.  Harman,  83  Va.  553,  8  S.  E.  251, 
sustaining  declaration  charging  that  defendant  did  wrongfully  and  negligently 
run  its  train  against  plaintiff's  intestate. 

49  AM.  REP.  894,  CliARK  v.  RICHMOND  &  D.  R.  GO.  78  VA.  709. 
Risks  assumed  by  servant. 

Cited  in  McDonald  >.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  95  Va.  98,  27  8.  E.  821,  holding 
that  servant  assumes  risks  of  known  dangers  from  mismatched  couplings; 
Darracott  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  83  Va.  288,  5  A.  S.  R.  266,  2  S.  E.  511, 
holding  same  of  servant  injured  in  coupling  cars;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Jackson,  85  Va.  489,  8  S.  E.  370  (rehearing  of  1  Va.  Dec.  680),  holding  same 
of  brakeman  injured  upon  defective  car;  Southwest  Improv.  Co.  v.  Andrew,  86 
Va.  270,  9  S.  E.  1015,  holding  same  of  employee  injured  in  coal  mine;  Sexton 
V.  Turner,  89  Va.  341,  15  S.  E.  862,  holding  same  of  employee  injured  in  blast- 
ing; Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  86  Va.  165,  19  A.  S.  R.  876,  9  S.  E.  990, 
holding  such  rule  inapplicable  where  brakeman  was  injured  through  defects  in 
car  and  negligence  of  conductor;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  McKenzie,  81  Va. 
71,  to  point  that  express  messenger  employed  by  railroad  assumes  risks  incident 
to  negligence  of  operatives  of  train. 
—  Overhead  bridges. 

Cited  in  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Hafner,  90  Va.  621,  19  S.  E.  166;  William- 
son V.  Newport  News  &  M.  Valley  Co.  34  W.Va.  657,  26  A.  S.  R.  927,  12  L.R.A. 
297,  12  S.  E.  824, — denying  recovery  where  experienced  brakeman  was  killed 
by  low  overhead  bridge;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hall,  87  Ala.  708,  13  A.  S.  R. 
SA,  4  Ii.R.A.  710,  6  So.  277,  holding  that  overhead  bridges  need  not  be  con- 
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structed  so  high  as  to  be  absolutely  safe  for  employees  on  trains;  Baltimore 
&  0.  A  C.  C.  Co.  ▼.  Rowan,  104  Ind.  88,  3  N  E.  627,  holding  railroad,  liable, 
for  injury  to  brakeman  from  dangerously  low  bridge  of  which  he  was  ignorant; 
Sheeler  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  81  Va.  188,  59  A.  R.  664,  denying  recovery  for 
injury  to  railroad  fireman,  struck  by  overhead  bridge  while  unnecessarily  in 
dangerous  position  on  engine. 

Cited  in  notes  in  63  A.  R.  700,  on  railroad's  liability  for  injury  by  low 
bridge;  67  A.*R.  479,  on  railroad's  liability  for  injury  to  brakeman  by  low 
bridge;  49  L.R.A.  66,  on  contributory  negligence  in  respect  to  risks  assumed 
by  servant  entering  or  remaining  in  employment. 

Distinguished  in  Beard  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  90  Va.  351,  18  S.  E.  559, 
holding   railroad,   liable  where   defective  brakes   refused   to   work   and   brake- 
man  was  injured  by  low  overhead  bridge. 
Care  required  of  master. 

Cited  in  Goodman  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  81  Va.  676,  holding  railroad,  liable 
to  conductor  injured  while  using  defective  ladder;  South  West  Improv.  Co.  ▼. 
Smith,  85  Va.  306,  17  A.  S.  R.  69,  7  S.  E.  365,  holding  that  employer  must  use 
reasonable  or  ordinary  care  in  selecting  competent  fellow-servants  and  suitable 
appliances;  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Burnett,  88  Va.  638,  14  S.  E.  372,  holding 
that  railroad  owes  its  brakeraen  duty  of  carefully  inspecting  the  brakes. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  274,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  te 
protect  employees  by  use  of  all  reasonable  safeguards. 
Contributory  negligence  as  bar  to  recovery. 

Cited  in  Rudd  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  80  Va.  546,  denying  recovery  where 
boy,  while  asleep  on  track,  was  killed  by  train. 
—  Of  servants. 

Cited  in  Darracott  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  83  Va.  288,  5  A.  S.  R.  266,  2 
S.  E.  511;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cottrell,  83  Va.  512,  3  S.  E.  123;  Norfolk 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Emmert,  83  Va.  640,  3  S.  E.  146, — denying  recovery  to  servant 
injured  as  result  of  his  own  negligence  in  coupling  cars;  Richmond  &  D. 
R.  Co.  V.  DeButts,  90  Va.  406,  18  S.  E.  837,  denying  recovery  to  brakeman  in- 
jured by  placing  foot  in  dangerous  position  in  car;  Woodell  v.  West  Virginia 
Improv.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  23,  17  S.  E.  386,  holding  that  brakeman's  knowing  that 
tree  overhung  car  prevents  recovery  for  injury  caused  thereby. 
Demurrer  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  Boulware  v.  Jewett,  87  Va.  253,  12  S.  E.  403,  holding  that  demurring- 
party  admits  truth  of  other's  evidence  and  all  legitimate  inferences  therefrom 
and  waives  his  own  evidence  contradictory  thereto;  Virginia  Min.  &  Improv. 
Co.  V.  Hoover,  82  Va.  449;  Randolph  v.  Longdale  Iron  Co.  84  Va.  457,  6  S.  E. 
30,— holding  same;  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Risdon,  87  Va.  335,  12  S.  E.  786; 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Donnelly,  88  Va.  853,  14  S.  E.  692,— as  to  effect  of 
demurrer  to  evidence;  Johnson  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  91  Va.  171,  21  S.  E. 
238,  holding  that  practice  of  demurring  to  evidence  obtains  in  negligence  cases. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  91  A.  D.  382,  on  demurrer  as  admission  of  facts 
which  jury  might  have  inferred  from  evidence. 

49  AM.  REP.  401,  MOON  v.  RICHMOND  &  A.  R.  CO.  87  VA.  745. 

Who  are  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  Wellston  Coal  Co.  v.  Smith,  65  Ohio  St.  70,  87  A.  S.  R.  547,  5S 
LJIA.  99,  61  N.  E.  143;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  McKenzie,  81  Va.  71,— hold- 
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ing  that  servant  is  not  fellow-servant  as  to  duties  incumbent  on  master,  but 
i^hich  master  has  delegated  to  servant;  Anderson  v.  Bennett,  16  Or.  515,  8 
A.  S.  R.  311,  19  Pac.  765,  holding  master,  liable  to  servant  ordered  by  fore- 
man to  work  in  dangerous  place;  Cunningham  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  4  Utah,  206, 
7  Pac.  795,  holding  miner,  not  a  fellow -servant  of  foreman  having  charge  of 
mine;  Jones  v.  Old  Dominion  Cotton  Mills,  82  Va.  140,  3  A.  S.  R.  92,  holding 
fellow-servant  rule,  inapplicable  to  facts  of  case. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  R.  47;  63  A.  R.  47;  1  A.  S.  R.  33,— on  who  are  fellow 
servants;  50  L.R.A.  444,  on  identity  of  department  as  test  of  common  employ- 
ment; 50  L.R.A.  446,  on  consociation  of  duties  as  test  of  common  employment; 
^0  L.R.A.  448,  449,  on  relation  between  theories  of  nonassignable  duties  and 
consociation  of  duties  as  test  of  common  employment;  54  L.R.A.  39,  on  vice- 
principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  the  character  of  the  act  which 
eaused  the  injury;  61  L.R.A.  620,  on  vice  principalship  with  reference  to  rela- 
tive rank  of  negligent  servant. 

Distinguished  in  Brodeur  v.  Valley  Falls  Co.  16  R.  I.  448,  17  Atl.  54,  hold- 
ing foreman  in  machine  shop     of  cotton  mill,  a  fellow-servant  of  foreman  of 
slashing  room. 
<—  On  railroad. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  Gillett,  59  Kan.  214,  62  Pac.  442,  holding  conductor,  not 
a  fellow-servant  of  brakeman  under  him;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Pointer, 
113  Ky.  952,  69  S.  W.  1108,  holding  railroad,  liable  to  locomotive  fireman  in- 
jured through  section  foreman's  failure  to  maintain  safe  road-bed;  Parker 
v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  362,  18  L.R.A.  802,  19  S.  W.  1119  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  question  whether  track  repairer  is  fellow-servant  of  opera- 
tives of  passing  construction  train;  Calvo  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  23  S.  C. 
526,  65  A.  R.  28,  holding  locomotive  engineer,  not  a  fellow-servant  of  section- 
master;  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Norment,  84  Va.  167,  10  A.  S.  R.  827,  4  S.  E. 
211,  holding  "overhauler"  of  car,  not  a  fellow-servant  of  engineers  or  con- 
ductors; Torian  v.  Richmond  &  A.  R.  Co.  84  Va.  192,  4  S.  E.  339,  holding  rail- 
road liable  to  brakeman  on  material  train  injured  by  negligence  of  section- 
master;  Ayers  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  84  Va.  679,  6  S.  E.  682;  Johnson  v. 
Richmond  &  A.  R.  Co.  84  Va.  713,  6  S.  E.  707,--holding  railroad,  liable  to 
brakeman  injured  by  conductor's  negligence;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Linda- 
mood,  1  Va.  Dec.  748,  holding  that  engineers  of  different  trains  on  same  road 
are  fellow-servants. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  19  A.  S.  R.  878,  on  conductor  and  brakeman  as 
fellow  servants;  32  A.  S.  R.  828,  on  conductor  and  brakeman  of  same  train 
as  fellow-servants. 

Cited  in  notes  in  75  A.  S.  R.  633,  on  section  bosses  or  track  foremen  as 
vice-principals;  25  L.R.A.  387,  on  train  despatcher  and  telegraph  operator 
as  fellow  servants  of  trainmen;  50  L.R.A.  458,  on  servants  handling  ordinary, 
trains  and  servants  employed  in  repair  or  construction  of  permanent  way  as 
engaged  in  common  employment  under  doctrine  of  consociation  of  duties. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Morgart,  45  Ark.  318,  hold- 
ing railroad,  not  liable  to  conductor  injured  by  negligence  of  engineer  under 
him;  Miller  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  20  Or.  285,  26  Pac.  70,  holding  switchman,  a 
fellow-servant  of  locomotive  engineer;  Brunnell  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  34  Or.  256, 
56  Pac.  129,  holding  railroad,  not  liable  to  section-hand  injured  by  fellow- 
workman  dropping  a  tool  in  springing  aside  to  avoid  hand  car  which  approached 
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without  warning;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Nuckols,  91  Va.  193,  21  S.  E.  342, 
holding  track-repairer,  a  fellow  servant  of  locomotive  engineer. 

Doubted  in  Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  153  Mo.  380,  77  A.  S.  R. 
721,  48  L.R.A.  399,  65  S.  W.  108,  holding  conductor  and  engineer,  fellow- 
servants  of  brakeman;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Houchins,  95  Va.  398,  64  A.  S. 
R.  791,  46  L.R.A.  359,  28  S.  E.  578,  holding  conductor,  a  fellow-servant  of 
brakeman  under  him. 

Denied  in  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Welch,  72  Tex.  298,  2  L.R.A.  839,  10 
S.  W.  629,  holding  foreman  of  bridge  gang,  a  fellow-servant  of  operatives  of 
train. 
Duty  owed  by  master  to  servant. 

Cited  in  South  West  Improv.  Co.  y.  Smith,  86  Va.  306,  17  A.  S.  R.  59,  7 
S.  E.  366,  sustaining  judgment  for  employee  injured  by  defective  brakes 
on  cars,  and  not  by  negligence  of  fellow-servants  alone;  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co. 
V.  George,  88  Va.  223,  13  S.  E.  429,  sustaining  judgment  for  brakeman  in- 
jured upon  defective  car;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  1  Va.  Dec.  680^ 
holding  that  railroad  owes  its  employees  duty  of  furnishing  suitable  machinery 
and  competent  agents. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.  D.  692,  on  liability  of  master  for  injury  to  servant 
from  negligence  of  superior  servant;  75  A.  S.  R.  606,  on  master's  liability  for 
n^ligence  of  vice  principal;  51  L.R.A.  546,  on  duty  to  use  care  in  giving  orders 
as  one  of  the  nonassignable  duties  of  master;  54  L.R.A.  51,  on  doctrine  of 
nondelegable  duties  of  master;  64  L.R.A.  76,  on  nondelegability  of  master's 
duty  as  to  defective  railway  tracks;  64  L.R.A.  100,  on  nondelegability  of 
master's  duty  to  impart  information  as  to  permanent  dangers  superadded  to 
the  environment  after  work  has  begun;  54  L.R.A.  128,  on  nonliability  of 
master  for  fellow  servant's  negligence  in  handling  railway  cars  and  loco- 
motives; 54  L.R.A.  170,  on  master's  liability  where  his  own  negligence  con- 
curs with  that  of  a  fellow  servant  in  regard  to  improper  making  up  of 
trains;  17  E.  R.  C.  242,  on  liability  of  master  for  injury  to  servant  through 
negligence  of  another  employee. 
Ck>ndactor's  control  over  train. 

Cited  in  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Dudley,  90  Va.  304,  18  S.  E.  274,  to 
point  that  conductor  may  be  given  full  control  of  train. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  42  A.  S.  R.  918;  44  A.  S.  R.  910,— on  railroad 
conductor  as  vice-principal. 

Cited  in  note  in  46  L.R.A.  354,  on  position  of  conductor  as  vice  principal 
being  tested  by  nature  of  acting  causing  injury. 
Effect  of  demurrer  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  Woodrum  v.  Gross,  90  Va.  60,  17  S.  E.  764,  as  to  effect  of  demurrer 
to  evidence. 
What  instrnctions  are  proper. 

Cited  in  Burke  v.  Shaver,  92  Va.  345,  23  S.  E.  749,  holding  that  instructions 
founded  on  the  evidence  and  consistent  with  the  law  should  be  given. 

49  AM.  REP.  416,  VAIiPARAISO  v.  GARDNER,   97  INB.   1. 
What  is  a  municipal  indebtedness. 

Cited  in  Perry  County  v.  Gardner,  156  Ind.  166,  57  N.  E.  908,  holding  that 
claims,  payable  out  of  current  revenues,  do  not  increase  county's  indebted- 
ness;   Davenport  v.  Kleinschmidt,  6  Mont.  502,  upon  point  that  there  is  no 
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indebtedness,  if  current  expenses  are  paid  from  current  revenues;  State,  Read, 
Prosecutor,  v.  Atlantic  City,  49  N.  J.  L.  668,  9  Atl.  759,  holding  that  contracts 
requiring  payment  of  money,  increase  city's  debt  where  no  provision  is  made 
for  raising  such  money;  Bryan  v.  Menefee,  21  Okla.  1,  96  Pac.  471,  holding 
that  issuance  of  warrant  by  proper  officer,  did  not  create  indebtedness;  McNeal 
V.  Waco,  89  Tex.  83,  33  S.  W.  322,  holding  that  "debt"  is  any  pecuniary  obli- 
gation not  payable  out  of  current  revenues  or  some  fund  within  city's  con- 
trol; l^ler  V.  Jester,  97  Tex.  344,  78  S.  W.  1068,  holding  that  notes  executed 
by  city  to  fund  its  outstanding  indebtedness  create  no  new  debt;  Winston  v. 
Spokane,  12  Wash.  524,  41  Pac.  888,  holding  that  city's  contract  to  pay  for 
waterworks  from  fund  arising  from  water  rents  creates  no  indebtedness;  Brash- 
ear  V.  Madison,  142  Ind.  685,  35  LJIA.  474,  36  N.  E.  252,  holding  that  city  in- 
debted above  constitutional  limitation  may  purchase  fire  alarm  system  with 
funds  already  appropriated  for  fire  purposes;  Badger  v.  New  Orleans,  49  La. 
Ann.  804,  37  LJtA.  540,  21  So.  870  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to- whether  appropria- 
tions may  be  made  from  current  year's  budget  for  debts  and  liabilities  of  pre- 
vious years. 

Cited  in  note  in  23  L.R.A.  406,  on  future  indebtedness  as  "indebtedness" 
within  meaning  of  constitutional  and  statutory  restriction  of  municipal  in- 
debtedness. 

Distinguished  in  Winamac  v.  Huddleston,  132  Ind.  217,  31  N.  E.  561;   Wil- 
coxon  V.  Bluffton,  153  Ind.  267,  54  N.  E.  110, — ^holding  that  school  building 
bond  issue  of  city  constitutes  indebtedness. 
^Ck>ntract  providing  for  payment  In  instalments. 

Cited  in  Walla  Walla  v.  Walla  Walla  Water  Co.  172  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  341, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  77;  Fidelity  Trust  &  Guaranty  Co.  v.  Fowler  Water  Co.  113 
Fed.  560;  Cain  v.  Wyoming,  104  111.  App.  538;  Saleno  v.  Nesbo,  127  Mo.  627, 
48  A.  S.  R.  663,  27  L.R.A.  769,  30  S.  W.  190,— holding  that  city's  contract  to 
pay  fixed  sum  annually  for  number  of  years  creates  debt  for  a  year's,  and  not 
for  the  aggregate,  rentals;  Capital  City  Water  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  92  Ala. 
866,  9  So.  343;  Niles  Waterworks  v.  Niles,  69  Mich.  311,  26  N.  W.  525  (die- 
senting  opinion),— on  same  question;  Toomey  v.  Bridgeport,  79  Conn.  229, 
64  Atl.  216,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  148,  holding  that  "indebtedness"  created  by 
contract  for  removal  of  garbage  for  number  of  years  is  the  annual  payments, 
and  not  their  aggregate;  McBean  v.  Fresno,  112  Cal.  159,  63  A.  S.  R.  191, 
31  L.R.A.  794,  44  Pac.  368,  holding  same  as  to  contract  for  disposal  of  sewage; 
Crowder  v.  Sullivan,  128  Ind.  486,  13  L.R.A.  647,  28  N.  E.  94,  holding  that 
lighting  contract  by  city  for  number  of  years  at  so  much  per  year  creates  in- 
debtedness only  as  yearly  payments  fall  due;  Foland  v.  Frankton,  142  Ind. 
546,  41  N.  E.  1031,  holding  indebtedness,  not  created  by  town's  contract  for 
gas  supply  for  number  of  years;  Laporte  v.  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co. 
146  Ind.  466,  68  A.  S.  R.  359,  35  L.R.A.  686,  45  N.  E.  688,  holding  that  claim 
payable  in  installments  will  constitute  indebtedness  unless  current  revenues 
are  sufficient  to  pay  it  as  it  falls  due;  Winamac  v.  Hess,  151  Ind.  229,  50  X. 
E.  81,  as  to  whether  contract  for  erection  of  school  building  creates  debt  for  its 
full  amount  where  payment  is  made  in  instalments  as  work  progresses ;  Reynolds 
T.  Waterville,  92  Ma.  292,  42  Atl.  553  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  whether  city  by 
making  contract,  providing  for  annual  payments,  incurs  debt  to  the  aggregate  of 
the  paymente;  Welch  Water,  Light  &  Power  Co.  v.  Welch,  64  W.  Va.  373,  62  S.  E. 
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497;  Webb  City  &  C.  Waterworks  Co.  ▼.  Carterville,  163  Mo.  128,  64  S.  W. 
657, — holding  that  contract  between  city  and  water  company  extending  over 
number  of  years  is  valid  if  annual  rentals  may  be  paid  from  current  revenues; 
Raton  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Raton,  9  N.  M.  70,  49  Pac  898,  to  point  that  contract 
to  pay  fixed  sum  periodically  for  number  of  years  is  not  a  debt  within  mean- 
ing of  limitation  upon  city's  power  to  create  debts;  Tyler  ▼.  Jester,  97  Tex. 
344,  78  6.  W.  1058,  holding  that  until  water  is  used,  city  incurs  no  debt  under 
contract  for  water  for  number  of  years;  Dallas  Electric  Co.  v.  Dallas,  23  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  323,  58  S.  W.  153,  holding  debt  not  created  by  city's  contract  to 
pay  annual  rental  for  electric  lights,  payment  to  be  made  upon  performance  of 
the  service;  Cleburne  v.  Cleburne  Water,  Ice  &  Lighting  Co.  14  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  229,  37  S.  W.  655,  holding  same  of  contract  for  rental  of  hydrants  for 
three  years  at  so  much  per  hydrant;  Fritsch  v.  Salt  Lake  County,  16  Utah, 
83,  47  Pac.  1026,  holding  that  each  year's  indebtedness  must  be  paid  out  of 
current  revenues;  Herman  ▼.  Oconto,  110  Wis.  660,  86  N.  W.  681,  holding 
that  contracts  under  which  city  is  to  pay  certain  sums  periodically  do  not 
except  as  to  what  is  actually  due  thereunder,  enter  into  city's  debt. 

Cited  in  notes  in  44  A.  S.  R.  240,  on  considering  time  when  demand  is  pay- 
able in  determining  whether  it  is  part  of  existing  indebtedness  of  municipality; 
16  L.R.A.  258,  on  validity  of  contracts  of  municipalities  for  water,  gas,  etc.; 
69  L.R.A.  605,  on  invalidity  of  contracts  by  municipality  on  acquisition  of  water 
supply  or  sewer  system  in  excess  of  limitation  of  indebtedness  permitted; 
69  L.R.A.  611,  on  contracts  for  annual  supplies  of  water  as  indebtedness  with- 
in limitation  of  municipal  indebtedness;  61  L.R.A.  62,  on  power  of  munici- 
pality to  contract  for  water;  61  L.R.A.  69,  on  validity  of  municipal  contract 
for  water  with  respect  to  term  of  continuance. 

Distinguished  in  Brockway  v.  Roseburg,  46  Or.  77,  79  Pac  335,  upon  point 
that  city  may  make  contracts  providing  for  annual  rentals  though  their  ag- 
gregate amount  exceeds  its  indebtedness  limitation. 

Doubted  in  Dawson  v.  Dawson  Waterworks  Co.  106  Ga.  696,  32  S.  R  907,  hold- 
ing that  contract  by  city  for  water  supply  for  twenty  years,  payments  to  be 
made  semi-annually,  creates  debt. 
—  Effect  of  provision  for  payment  for  other  sources. 

Cited  in  Denny  v.  Spokane,  25  C.  C.  A.  164,  48  U.  S.  App.  282,  79  Fed. 
719,  holding  that  contract  by  city  under  which  warrants  are  issued  to  paving 
contractor,  in  anticipation  of  special  assessments,  create  no  indebtedness; 
McGilvery  v.  Lewiston,  13  Idaho,  338,  90  Pac.  348,  holding  obligation,  payable 
out  of  special  assessments,  not  an  "indebtedness"  which  must  be  approved  by 
voters;  Quill  v.  Indianapolis,  124  Ind.  292,  7  L.R.A.  681,  23  N.  K  788,  hold- 
ing that  city  incurs  no  indebtedness  by  issuance  of  street  improvement  bonds 
where  whole  expense  is  borne  by  property  benefited;  New  Albany  v.  McCulloch, 
127  Ind.  500,  26  N.  E.  1074,  holding  same  as  to  city  having  its  streets  re- 
paired at  expense  of  property  owners;  Allen  v.  Davenport,  107  Iowa,  90,  77 
N.  W.  532,  holding  indebtedness  created  where  city  binds  itself  to  pay  paving 
contractor,  though  it  is  to  reimburse  itself  out  of  special  assessments;  Swanson 
▼.  Ottumwa,  118  Iowa,  161,  69  L.R.A.  620,  91  N.  W.  1048,  holding  that  bonda 
issued  by  city  to  procure  funds  for  water  supply  and  payable  out  of  speoial 
fund  do  not  constitute  indebtedness. 
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«-  Validity  of  contracts  in  excess  of  constitutional  limitation  on  municipal 
indebtedness. 

Cited  in  Logansport  ▼.  Jordan,  171  Ind.  121,  —  LJLA..(N.S.)  — ,  85  N.  E.  959, 
17  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Gas.  415;  Jordan  v.  Logansport,  171  Ind.  280,  86  N.  E.  47; 
McAleer  v.  Angell,  19  R.  I.  688,  36  Atl.  588,— holding  that  contracts  violating 
limitations  upon  city's  power  to  create  debts  are  absolutely  void;  Spilman  v. 
Parkersburg,  35  W.  Va.  605,  14  S.  E.  279,  holding  that  city  indebted  up  to 
constitutional  limit  cannot  increase  its  indebtedness  by  contracting  for  elec- 
tric plant. 
\lliat  is  "indebtedness"  generally. 

Cited  in  Bell  v.  Mendenhall,  78  Minn.  67,  80  N.  W.  843,  to  point  that  "in- 
debtedness" includes  almost  every  kind  of  pecuniary  obligation  originating 
in  contract. 

Prospective  operation  of  constitutional  provision  limiting  municipal  in- 
debtedness. 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Madison,  107  Ind.  106,  8  N.  E.  31,  holding  that  constitu- 
tional limitation  upon  city's  right  to  incur  debt  operates  prospectively  only. 
Source  of   constitutional   limitation   of   municipal   indebtedness   in   In- 
diana. 

Doubted  in  Voss  v.  Waterloo  Water  Co.  163  Ind.  69,  106  A.  S.  R.  201,  66 
L.R.A.  95,  71  N.  E.  208,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  978,  upon  point  that  limitati^ 
found   in   constitution   of   Indiana   upon   power  of  cities   to   incur   debts   was 
taken  from  constitution  of  Iowa. 
Powers  of  municipal  corporations  generally. 

Cited  in  Mayo  v.  Washington,  122  N.  C.  6,  40  L.R.A.  163.  29  S.  B.  343 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  city  to  incur  debt  for  purchase  of  electric 
lighting  plant. 

Bight  of  municipality  to  make  contracts  extending  over  period  of  years. 

Cited  in  Pulaski  County  v.  Shields,  130  Ind.  6,  29  N.  E.  385,  sustaining  con- 
tract of  county  commissioners  employing  superintendent  of  county  asylum 
for  five  years;  Vincennes  v.  Citizens*  Gaslight  Co.  132  Ind.  114,  16  L.R.A. 
485,  31  N.  E.  673,  sustaining  contract  by  city  for  gas  supply  for  twenty-five 
years;  Michigan  City  v.  Leeds,  24  Ind.  App.  271,  55  N.  E.  709,  sustaining  lease 
by  city  of  rooms  for  city  offices  for  ten  years;  New  Orleans  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
New  Orleans,  42  La.  Ann.  188,  7  So.  559,  sustaining  contract  by  city  for  sup- 
ply of  gas  for  number  of  years;  Campbell  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  € 
Lack.  Leg.  News,  119,  holding  that  cities  may  contract  for  repair  of  streets 
for  term  of  years. 

Cited  in  notes  in  13  L.R.A.  384,  on  municipality's  right  to  create  monopoly; 
29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  654,  on  power  of  board  to  appoint  officer  or  make  contract 
for  term  extending  beyond  its  own. 

Distinguished   in   Indianapolis   v.   Wann,    144    Ind.    176,    31    L.R.A.    743,    42 
N.  E.  901,  holding  contract  by  city  department  for  lighting  for  five  years  at 
so  much  per  light  payable  monthly,  void  under  the  statutes. 
Right  of  municipality  to  grant  franchises. 

Cited  in  Fidelity  Trust  &  G.  Co.  v.  Fowler  Water  Co.  118  Fed.  560,  holding 
that  town,  though  financially  unable  to  construct  waterworks,  may  grant 
franchise  to  water  company. 
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Right  of  coarts  to  control  municipal  action. 

Cited  in  Crawfordaville  v.  Braden,  130  Ind.  149,  30  A.  S.  R.  214,  14  L.R.A. 
268,  28  N.  E.  849,  holding  that  ift  absence  of  fraud  or  oppression  courts  will 
not  interfere  with  city  in  providing  for  its  lighting;  Seward  v.  Liberty,  142 
Tnd.  651,  42  N.  E.  39,  holding  same;  Conery  v.  New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  41 
La.  Ann.  910,  7  So.  8,  holding  same  as  to  water  supply;  Henry  County  v. 
Gillies,  138  Ind.  667,  38  N.  E.  40,  holding  that  injunction  lies  to  restrain  county 
commissioners  from  executing  contract  for  public  stationery,  where  statute 
has  not  been  complied  with;  Brashear  v.  Madison,  142  Ind.  685,  33  L.R.A. 
474,  36  N.  *E.  252,  holding  that  courts  will  not  interfere  with  council's  dis- 
cretion in  purchase  of  fire  alarm  system;  Lincoln  School  Twp.  v.  Union  Trust 
Co.  36  Ind.  App.  113,  73  N.  E.  623,  holding  administrative  action  of  local  au- 
thorities, impeachable  for  fraud,  but  not  for  improvidence;  Lackey  v.  Fayette- 
ville  Water  Co.  80  Ark.  108,  96  S.  W.  622,  holding  that  courts  may  annul 
ordinances  making  unreasonable  and  oppressive  contracts  for  water  supply; 
State  ex  rel.  Abel  v.  Gates,  190  Mo.  540,  2  L.R,A.(N.S.)  152,  89  S.  W.  881, 
holding  that  courts  may  enjoin  passage  of  municipal  ordinance  which  is  in 
effect  fraudulent  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Stevens  ▼.  St.  Mary's  Training  School,  144  IlL  336,  36  A. 
S.  R.  438,  18  L.R.A.  832,  33  N.  E.  962,  refusing  to  restrain  county  commis- 
sioners from  making  illegal  contract  or  illegal  appropriation. 
Actions  maintainable  by  taxpayers. 

Cited  in  Davenport  v.  Kleinschmidt,  6  Mont.  602,  13  Pac.  249;  Kellogg  v. 
School  Dist.  No.  10,  13  Okla.  285,  74  Pac.  110,— holding  that  taxpayer  may 
bring  action  to  restrain  unauthorized  expenditure  of  public  funds,  or  exercise 
of  illegal  corporate  acts;  Platter  v.  Elkhart  County,  103  Ind.  360,  2  N.  E. 
644,  to  point  that  taxpayer  may  bring  action  to  prevent  town's  officers  from 
wrongfully  disposing  of  its* property;  Meyer  v.  Boonville,  162  Ind.  165,  70  N. 
E.  146,  holding  suit  to  enjoin  execution  of  void  ordinance,  maintainable  by 
any  resident  taxpayer;  Handy  v.  New  Orleans,  39  La.  Ann.  107,  1  So.  593, 
holding  that  taxpayer  may  bring  action  to  annul  void  municipal  ordinance  and 
contract  executed  under  it;  Sherburne  v.  Portsmouth,  72  N.  H.  539,  58  Atl. 
38,  holding  that  taxpayer  may  restrain  city  council  from  commission  of  illegal 
act  in  its  administrative  capacity. 
Applicability  of  doctrine  of  estoppel  to  public  corporations. 

Cited  in  Union  School  Twp.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  102  Ind    464,  2  N.  E.  194; 
Rissing  v.   Ft.  Wayne,   137   Ind.  427,   37   N.   E.   328, — ^to    point    that    general 
doctrine  of  estoppel  does  not  apply  to  public  corporations. 
Impairment  of  municipal  contracts. 

Cited  in  Blood  v.  Manchester  Electric  Light  Co.  08  N.  H.  340,  39  Atl.  335^ 
to  point  that  contracts  of  city  cannot  be  impaired  by  subsequent  legislation. 
What  acts  are  ministerial. 

Cited  in  Washington  County  v.  Kemp,  14  Ind.  App.  604,  43  N.  E.  314,  hold« 
ing  that  act  of  contracting  for  county  printing  is  ministerial  act. 
Who  constitute  the  town. 

Cited  in  Vogel  v.  Brown  Twp.  112  Ind.  299,  2  A.  8.  R.  187,  14  N.  E.  77; 
Citizens'  Gas  &  Min.  Co.  ▼.  El  wood,  114  Ind.  332,  16  N.  E.  624,— holding  that 
the  inhabitants,  and  not  its  officers,  constitute  the  town;  Strosser  v.  FU 
Wayne,  100  Ind.  443;  Baimigartner  v.  Hasty,  100  Ind.  676,  60  A.  R.  830; 
Platter  v.  Elkhart  County,  103  Ind.  360,  2  N.  E.  644,— to  same  point 
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Statutory  and  constitutional  construction. 

Cited  in  Middleton  v.  Greeson,  106  Ind.  18,  6  N.  E.  765;  State  «x  rel.  Beedle 
V.  Schoonovcr,  135  Ind.  626,  21  L.R.A.  767,  35  N.  E.  119;  Henderson  v.  State, 
137  Ind.  552,  24  KR.A.  469,  36  N.  E.  257  (dissenting  opinion),  to  point  that 
circumstances  surrounding  adoption  of  constitution  and  its  purpose  are  to  be 
considered  in  construing  it;  Davenport  v.  Kleinschmidt,  6  Mont.  502,  13 
Pac.  249,  holding  that  borrowing  state  will  construe  statute  or  constitution 
as  it  is  construed  in  state  from  which  borrowed;  Humphries  v.  Davis,  100 
Ind.  274,  50  A.  R.  788,  holding  same;  Haggerty  v.  Wagner,  148  Ind.  626,  39 
L.R.A.  384,  48  N.  E.  366  (dissenting  opinion),  upon  same  point;  Evansville 
V.  Summers,  108  Ind.  189,  9  N.  E.  81;  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Edger- 
ton,  125  Ind.  455,  25  N.  E.  436, — holding  that  anything  that  throws  light  on 
l^slative  intent  will  be  looked  to  in  construing  statutes;  Indianapolis  v. 
Huegele,  115  Ind.  581,  18  N.  E.  172;  Traudt  v.  Hagerman,  27  Ind.  App.  150, 
60  N.  E.  1011, — holding  that  legislative  intent  will  prevail  over  strict  letter 
of  statute. 

49  AM.  RGP.  427,  WIIiETF  v.  BAU5IGARDNER,  97  IND.  66. 

Validity  of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Cited  in  Rakestraw  v.  Lanier,  104  Ga.  188,  69  A.  8.  R.  154,  30  S.  E.  735, 
holding  that  question  of  reasonableness  of  restriction  in  restraint  of  trade  is 
one  of  law  for  court;  Hursen  v.  Gavin,  162  111.  377,  44  N.  E.  735,  sustaining 
undertaker's  contract  not  to  engage  in  bis  business  within  certain  city  for  five 
years;  Johnson  v.  Gwinn,  100  Ind.  466,  holding  that  a  restraint  which  pur- 
chaser requires  for  his  protection  is  permissible;  Consumers*  Oil  Co.  v.  Nunne- 
maker,  142  Ind.  560,  61  A.  S.  R  193,  41  N.  E.  1048,  holding  statewide  limi- 
tation upon  right  to  sell  oil  by  one  engaged  in  oil  business  in  one  city,  void; 
Vinall  V.  Hendricks,  33  Ind.  App.  413,  71  N.  E.  682,  to  point  that  a  restraint 
as  to  time,  but  none  as  to  space,  is  wholly  void;  Mallinckrodt  Chemical  Works 
V.  Nemnich,  83  Mo.  App.  6,  to  point  that  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  un- 
restricted as  to  time  and  place,  is  void. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  63  A.  D.  385,  on  validity  of  contract  in  general 
restraint  of  trade;  4  A.  S.  R.  343,  on  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade;  39  A. 
S.  R  465,  on  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  without  limitation  as  to  terri- 
tory. 

Cited  in  notes  in  92  A.  D.  752,  753;  59  A.  R.  687;  5  A.  S.  R.  240;  6  E.  R.  C. 
452,— on  validity  of  contracts  made  in  restraint  of  trade;  92  A.  D.  754,  on 
restraint  as  to  time  in  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade;  92  A.  D.  759,  on  re- 
straint as  to  space  in  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade;  117  A.  S.  R  525,  on 
enforceability  of  contracts  tending  to  restrain  trade  or  competition;  1  L.R.A. 
457,  on  sustaining  valid  part  of  divisible  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade;  3 
L.RJ^.  770,  on  rights  of  partners  after  sale  of  good  will  by  one  to  other;  22 
L.RA.  674,  on  validity  of  contract  of  sale  containing  restriction  as  to  time, 
but  not  as  to  place;  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  918,  919,  926,  928,  on  validity  of  agree- 
ment in  restraint  of  trade,  ancillary  to  sale  of  business  or  profession,  as  af- 
fected by  territorial  scope;  24  L.R.A. (N.S.)  943,  on  divisibility  in  respect  of 
time  or  territorial  extent  of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade;  33  L.  ed.  U.  S. 
69,  on  reasonableness  as  to  space  of  contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade. 

Distinguished  in  Oakdale  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Garst,  18  R.  I.  484,  49  A.  S.  R.  784, 
28  L3.A.  639,  28  Atl.  973,  sustaining  contract  preventing  manufacturer  from 
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engaging  in  oleomargarin  business  for  five  years  made  upon  his  uniting  with 
with  others  to  form  corporation  to  engage  in  such  business. 
"What  is  a  violation  of  public  policy. 

Cited  in  Jay  County  v.  Taylor,  123  Ind.  148,  7  L.R.A.  160,  23  N.  E.  762,  to 
point  that  whatever  is  injurious  to  public  interest  is  contrary  to  public  policy. 

49  AM.  REP.  480,  RICE  v.  NIXON,  97  IND.  91. 
Nature  of  contract  as  sale  or  bailment. 

Cited  in  Bottenberg  v.  Nixon,  97  Ind.  106,  as  to  whether  contract  constitutes 
a  bailment;  Baker  v.  Bom,  17  Ind.  App.  422,  46  N.  E.  930;  McGrew  v.  Thayer, 
24  Ind.  App.  578,  57  N.  E.  262;  First  State  Bank  v.  Bamett,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
82,  106  S.  W.  182;  James  v.  Plank,  48  Ohio  St.  255,  26  N.  E.  1107,— holding  bail- 
ment created  where  warehouseman  mingles  depositors'  grain  with  his  own,  but 
keeps  on  hand  sufficient  amount  to  meet  all  their  demands;  Drudge  v.  Leiter, 
18  Ind.  App.  694,  63  A.  S.  R.  359,  49  N.  E.  34;  Schindler  v.  Westover,  99  Ind.  395; 
Moses  V.  Teetors,  64  Kan.  149,  57  L.R.A.  267,  67  Pac.  626,— holding  same;  Pon- 
tiac  Nat.  Bank  v.  Langan,  28  111.  App.  401,  holding  grain  stored  in  public  ware- 
house, not  subject  to  levy  under  execution  against  warehouseman;  Morningstar 
V.  Cunningham,  110  Ind.  328,  59  A.  R.  211,  11  N.  E.  593,  holding  it  no  conversion 
for  pork  packer  not  to  keep  each  customer's  property  separate,  where  custom  is 
to  account  in  kind  and  quantity;  Re  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  17  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  277, 
holding  elevator  company  may  mix  grain  in  elevator  so  long  as  it  can  deliver 
specific  amount  when  desired. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  711,  on  distinction  between  sale  and  bail- 
ment. 

Cited  in  notes  in  94  A.  S.  R.  221,  on  distinction  between  absolute  sale  and 
bailment  of  cereals  in  warehouse;  4  L.R.A.  392,  on  usage  of  trade  to  aid  inter- 
pretation of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Woodward  v.  Semans,  125  Ind.  330,  21  A.  S.  R.  225,  25  N.  E. 
444;  Potter  v.  Mt.  Vernon  Roller  Mill  Co.  101  Mo.  App.  581,  73  S.  W.  1005,— 
holding  that  fire  loss  falls  on  mill  which  receives  wheat  upon  agreement  to  re- 
turn flour;  Preston  v.  Witherspoon,  109  Ind.  457,  58  A.  R.  417,  9  N.  E.  585,  hold- 
ing that  one  depositing  wheat  with  warehouseman  who  sells  from  the  com- 
mingled mass  cannot  assert  title  as  against  innocent  piu-chaser;  Lyon  v.  Lenon, 
106  Ind.  567,  7  N.  E.  311,  holding  extrinsic  evidence,  admissible  where  receipt  faiU 
to  show  whether  transaction  is  sale  or  bailment;  Woodward  v.  Boone,  126  Ind. 
122,  25  N.  E.  812,  holding  it,  a  sale  where  wheat  is  delivered  to  grain  dealers 
and  placed  in  railroad  cars  to  be  paid  for  in  twenty  days  at  prevailing  prices; 
Hagey  v.  Schroeder,  30  Ind.  App.  151,  65  N.  E.  598,  construing  as  contract  of  sale, 
instrument  reciting  receipt  of  wheat  **to  be  paid  for  at  market  price,  or  de- 
mand;'* Fifth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Providence  Waterhouse,  17  R.  I.  112,  9  LJELA,  260, 
20  Atl.  203,  holding  that  warehouseman,  receiving  eggs  in  cases  to  hold  subject 
to  third  person's  order,  cannot  deliver  them  without  his  order  though  other  eggs 
are  retained. 
liiabillty  of  bailees. 

Cited  in  Drudge  v.  Leiter,  18  Ind.  App.  694,  63  A.  S.  R.  359,  49  N.  E.  34, 
holding  bailee,  not  liable  where  property  is  accidentally  destroyed. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  24  A.  S.  R.  614,  on  warehouseman  as  insurer 
against  loss  by  fire;  92  A.  S.  R.  640,  on  liability  of  warehouseman  for  losses 
by  fire;  186  A.  S.  R.  227,  on  duty  of  warehousemen  in  care  of  property. 
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49  AM.  REP.  484,  YERKES  v.  SARIN,  97  IND.  141.      - 
Presumption  as  to  negligence  of  carriers. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  108  Ind.  551,  9  N.  E.  476, 
holding  that  presumption  that,  railroad  was  negligent  arises  from  fact  of  injury 
to  passenger  by  derailment  of  car;  Romine  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  24  Ind. 
App.  230,  56  N.  E.  245,  to  point  that  carrier  is  prima  facie  liable  for  injury 
sustained  by  passenger. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  87  A.  D.  722,  on  liability  of  keeper  of  common 
ferry  towards  goods. 

Cited  in  note  in  68  KRA..  160,  on  effect  of  defect  in  ferryboat. 
Practice  as  to  special  findings  or  verdicts. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Jones,  113  Ind.  46,  3  A.  S.  R.  623,  13  N.  E.  857;  3iCtchell 
T.  Brawley,  140  Ind.  216,  39  N.  E.  497,— holding  that  special  finding  cannot, 
as  to  party  having  burden  of  issue,  be  aided  by  Intendment;  Indiana  Farmers' 
Live  Stock  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rundell,  7  Ind.  App.  426,  34  N.  E.  588,  holding  that 
incomplete  special  finding  of  facts  is  deemed  to  be  adverse  to  party  having 
burden  of  proof;  Boyer  v.  Robertson,  144  Ind.  604,  43  N.  E.  879,  to  same  point; 
Heybold  v.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  18  Ind.  App.  367,  46  N.  E.  1054,  holding 
that  for  trial  court's  action  on  special  verdict  to  be  reversed  at  instance  of 
party  having  burden  of  proof,  facts  shown  by  verdict  must  authorize  judgment 
for  him. 
Practice  as  to  reversing  judgments. 

Cited  in  Cotton  States  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lester,  62  Ga.  247,  36  A.  R.  122,  refusing 
to  reverse  judgment  because  of  slight  inaccuracies  in  the  charge;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Brown,  108  Ind.  638,  8  N.  E.  171,  holding  that  judgment  may 
be  reversed  with  instructions  to  lower  court  to  grant  new  trial;  Campbell  v. 
Nixon,  2  Ind.  App.  463,  28  N.  E.  107,  upon  point  of  practice  in  reversing  trial 
court. 

49  AM.  REP.  437,  LANMAN  v.  CROCKER,  97  IND.   163. 
Constrnction  of  deeds. 

Cited  in  Freund  v.  Kearney,  23  Misc.  685,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  149,  holding  parol 
evidence  of  construction  given  by  parties  to  vague  language  of  description 
clause,  admissible;  Guillaume  v.  K.  S.  D.  Fruit  Land  Co.  48  Or.  400,  86  Pac 
883,  to  same  point;  Emery  v.  Three  Rivers,  78  Mich.  438,  44  N.  W.  401  (dis- 
senting opinion), — as  to  effect  of  parties  practical  construction  of  deed;  Gill  v. 
Pelkey,  54  Ohio  St.  348,  43  N.  E.  991,  holding  that  court  of  general  jurisdiction 
in  equity  may  correct  mistake  of  probate  court. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  58  A.  S.  R.  311,  on  parol  evidence  to  aid  descrip- 
tion in  mortgage. 

Cited  in  notes  in  75  A.  S.  R.  568,  on  parol  evidence  to  remove  ambiguity  in 
chattel  mortgage;  11  E.  R.  C.  232,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  explain 
or  vary  terms  of  deeds. 
Function  of  description  clause  in  deed. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  v.  Obenchain,  107   Ind.  591,  8  N.  E.  624,  to  point  that 
office  of  a  description  in  deed  is  merely  to  furnish  means  of  identification. 
Certainty  in  decrees  and  deeds. 

Cited  in  Thain  v.  Rudisill,  126  Ind.  272,  26  N.  E.  46;  Knowlton  v.  Dolan,  161 
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Ind.  79,  51  N. .  E.  97, — ^holding  that  rule  that  that  is  certain  which  can  be  made 
certain,  applies  to  decrees  of  courts  and  deeds  made  thereunder. 
Probative  force  of  evidence  as  affecting  its  admissibility. 

Cited  in  Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Diller,  110  Ind.  223,  9  N.  E.  710;  Balti- 
more &  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Evarts,  112  Ind.  633,  14  N.  E.  369,— holding  that  rele- 
vant evidence  is  admissible  though  it  has  little  probative  force;  Pedigo  v.  Grimes, 
113  Ind.  148,  13  N.  E.  700,  holding  admissibility  of  evidence  not  afifected  by 
fact  that  it  is  not  entitled  to  credit. 

49  AM.  REP.  441,  WHITESIDES  v.  HUNT,  97  IND.  191. 

Wagering  contracts. 

Cited  jn  Fortenbury  v.  State,  47  Ark.  188,  1  S.  W.  58;  Lane  v.  Logan  Grain 
Co.  105  Mo.  App.  215,  79  S.  W.  722,— holding'  that  dealing  in  futures  amounts 
to  wagering  if  no  delivery  is  intended. 

Cited  in  notes  in  81  A.  S.  R.  45,  on  sale  of  crops  growing  or  to  be  grown; 
1  A.  S.  R.  762,  763,  on  effect  of  form  of  contract  of  sale  for  future  delivery; 
22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  174,  on  inference  as  to  character  of  transaction  on  margin. 
—  Validity  of. 

Cited  in  Dows  v.  Glaspel,  4  N.  D.  251,  60  N.  W.  60;  Harvey  v.  Merrill,  150 
Mass.  1,  15  A.  S.  R.  159,  5  LJI.A.  200,  22  N.  E.  49,— holding  that  brokers  cannot 
recover  on  contracts  known  to  be  wagering  contracts;  Davis  v.  Davis,  119  Ind. 
511,  21  N.  E.  1112;  Pearce  v.  Dill,  149  Ind.  136,  48  N.  E.  788,— holding  contracts 
amounting  to  mere  betting  on  market,  void;  Nave  v.  Wilson,  12  Ind.  App.  38, 
38  X.  E.  876;  Morrissey  v.  Broomal,  37  Neb.  766,  56  N.  W.  383,— to  point  that 
contract  to  speculate  in  grain,  without  actual  delivery,  is  void;  Sondheim  v. 
Gilbert,  317  Ind.  71,  10  A.  S.  R.  23,  5  L.R.A.  432,  18  N.  E.  687,  to  point  that 
purchases  made  on  margin  are  valid,  if  actual  delivery  is  intended;  Plank  v. 
Jackson,  128  Ind.  424,  26  N.  E.  568,  holding  that  options  or  futures  on  grain 
are  a  wager  and  contracts  relating  thereto  are  void;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
State,  165  Ind.  492,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  153,  76  N.  E.  100,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  880, 
denouncing  ''bucket  shop"  transactions;  Fisher  v.  Fisher,  8  Ind.  App.  665,  S6 
N.  E.  296  (earlier  appeal  in  113  Ind.  474,  15  N.  E.  832),  holding  that  contract 
for  purchase  of  wheat  on  margin  is  valid  if  actual  delivery  is  intended;  Donovan 
v.  Daiber,  124  Mich.  49,  82  N.  W.  848,  holding  contract  not  void  as  to  both 
parties,  because  one  intended  it  to  be  mere  speculation  in  grain. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  51  A.  R.  266,  on  rights  of  bona  fide  holder  of  not« 
given  for  losses  in  speculation  in  futures;  55  A.  R.  521,  on  legality  of  sales  for 
future  delivery;  4  A.  S.  R.  101,  on  validity  of  contracts  to  deal  in  futures  or 
niarpns. 

Cited  in  notes  in  1  A.  S.  R.  759,  on  invalidity  of  wagering  contracts  for  sale; 
1  A.  S.  R.  757,  on  necessity  that  vendor  of  personal  property  for  future  delivery 
own  the  property;  117  A.  S.  R.  502,  on  enforceability  of  contracts  which  may 
be  performed  in  either  legal  or  illegal  manner. 
Force  and  effect  of  verdict. 

Cited  in  Holliday  v.  Gardner,  27  Ind.  App.  231,  61  N.  E.  16  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), to  point  that  verdict  of  jury  should  be  respected. 

49  AM.  REP.  449,  FICKLE  v.  SNEPP,  97  IND.  289. 
What  may  be  taken  to  be  part  of  will. 

Cited  in  Re  Sober,  78  Cal.  477,  21  Pac.  8,  holding  that  bequest  in  attested 
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will  riiay  be  revoked  by  holograpbic  codicil;  Ford  ▼.  Ford,  70  Wis.  19,  6  A.  S. 
R.  117,  33  N.  W.  188,  holding  that  schedules  mentioned  in,  and  attached  to 
•will  may  form  part  of  it. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  36  A.  S.  R.  241,  on  construing  different  instruments 
as  one  will. 

Cited  in  notes  in  68  L.R.A.  354,  362,  on  incorporation  of  extrinsic  document 
into  will;  68  L.R.A.  373,  376,  on  identification  of  extrinsic  document  by  refer- 
ence in  will;   85  A.  D.  762;   107  A.  S.  R.  71,  72;  25  E.  R.  0.  465,— on  incor- 
porating paper  in  will  by  reference. 
Proceedings  to  recover  legacies. 

Cited  in  Holland  v.  Holland,  131  Ind.  196,  30  N.  E.  1075,  to  point  that  legatee 
cannot  maintain  action  to  recover  assets  of  estate  from  third  party;   Coulter 
T.  Bradley,  163  Ind.  311,  71  N.  E.  903,  holding  that  complaint  in  claim  for 
legacy  need  not  aver  that  there  is  an  estate  applicable  to  its  payment. 
Claims  against  estates  of  decedents. 

Cited  in  Goodbub  v.  Homung,  127  Ind.  181,  26  N.  E.  770,  holding  that  pro- 
priety of  giving  preference  to  a  claim  may  be  raised  at  consideration  of  the 
iinal  report,  either  by  petition  or  exceptions. 

49  AM.  REP.  458,  EI/TERSON  ▼.  IjEEDS,  97  IND.  386. 
Xilabillty  of  one  formerly  connected  with  a  business  continued  under  same 
name. 

Cited  in  Preston  v.  Foellinger,  24  Fed.  680,  to  point  that  one,  who  after 
retiring  from  firm,  allows  it  to  use  his  name  to  obtain  credit,  must  answer  for 
all  liabilities  incurred;  Werner  Co.  v.  Calhoun,  55  W.  Va.  246,  46  S.  E.  1024, 
holding  that  to  escape  future  liability  individual,  conducting  business  under 
firm  name,  must,  upon  retirement,  notify  dealers. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  51  A.  S.  R.  911,  on  application  of  assets  of  insolvent 
partnership. 

Distinguished  in  Gathright  v.  Burke,  101  Ind.  590,  holding  father,  not  liable 
for  son's  purchases  from  former  dealers,  who,  though  business  was  conducted 
under  same  name,  knew  that  father  had  retired. 

49  AM.  REP.  462,  O'DONOVAN  v.  CHATARD,  97  IND.  421. 
-Church  government  and  discipline. 

Cited  in  Hatfield  ▼.  De  Long,  156  Ind.  207,  83  A.  S.  R.  194,  51  LJIA.  751,  59 
N.  E.  483,  holding  that  courts  will  not  review  expulsion  of  member  from  church 
membership,  though  he  incidentally  loses  salaried  delegateship;  Yanthis  v.  Kemp, 
43  Ind.  App.  203,  86  N.  E.  451,  holding  that  courts  cannot  determine  doctrinal 
religious  controversies,  where  property  rights  not  involved;  State  ex  rel.  Hat- 
Held  V.  Cummins,  171  Ind.  112,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  85  N.  E.  359,  holding  that 
mandamus  does  not  lie  to  restore  minister  to  his  clerical  rights  or  functions, 
jilthough  he  was  wrongfully  excluded. 

Cited  in  notes  in  100  A.  S.  R.  740,  on  jurisdiction  of  civil. courts  over  expulsion 
-of  pastor;  49  L.R.A.  392,  on  jurisdiction  of  ecclesiastical  tribunals. 

Distinguished  in  Hellstem  v.  Katzer,  103  Wis.  391,  79  N.  W.  429,  holding 
wordB  spoken  by  catholic  archbishop  or  priest,  not  necessarily  privileged. 
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49  AM.  REP.  469,  BLOOM  y.  FRANKIjIN  I/.  INS.  CO.  97  IND.  478. 
Proximate  and  remote  cause  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Welty  v.  Indianapolis  &  V.  R.  Co.  105  Ind.  55,  4  N.  E.  410,  holding 
that  drunken  man  must  exercise  same  degree  of  care  as  sober  one;  Alexander 
V.  New  Castle,  115  Ind.  51,  17  N.  B.  200,  holding  town,  not  liable  to  officer 
thrown  into  pit  in  highway  by  prisoner  in  attempting  to  escape;  Sage  v.  State, 
127  Ind.  15,  26  N.  E.  667,  to  point  that  criminal  law  does  not  require  that  the 
death  should  be  proximate  result  of  the  felonious  act;  Grimes  v.  Louisville,  N. 
A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  3  Ind.  App.  573,  holding  it  unnecessary  that  precise  injury  should 
have  been  forseen  for  it  to  be  proximate  result  of  one's  act;  Davis  v.  Williams, 
4  Ind.  App.  487,  31  N.  E.  204,  holding  owner  of  dead  dog,  placed  in  highway 
without  owner's  knowledge,  not  liable  for  its  frightening  horse. 

Cited  in  note  in  45  L.RA.  88,  on  rule  of  proximate  cause  in  case  of  malicious- 
torts. 
—  To  insured. 

Cited  in  National  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Bowman,  110  Ind.  355,  11  N.  E.  316;  Conboy 
V.  Railway  Officials'  &  Employees'  Acd.  Asso.  17  Ind.  App.  62;  Jones  v.  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  92  Iowa,  652,  61  N.  W.  485, — ^holding  that  for  insured's 
act  to  be  violation  of  policy's  conditions  it  must  have  causative  connection  with 
his  injiu-y  or  death;  Gresham  v.  Equitable  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  87  Ga.  497,  27  A.  S. 
R.  263,  13  L,RJl  838,  13  S.  E.  752,  holding  fighting  cause  of  death  where  it 
causes  shooting  which  causes  death;  Prudential  Ins.  Co.  v.  Haley,  91  HI.  App. 
363,  holding  that  insured  died  in  consequence  of  his  own  criminal  act  where 
he  was  shot  by  officer  shortly  after  robbery;  Employers'  Liability  Assur.  Corp. 
V.  Anderson,  5  Kan.  App.  18,  47  Pac.  331,  holding  clause  against  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger,  not  broken  by  exposure  to  dangers  not  causally  connected 
with  injury;  Accident  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bennett,  90  Tenn.  256,  25  A.  S.  R.  685,  IC 
S.  W.  723,  holding  causal  connection  between  unlawful  act  and  insured's  death,, 
necessary  for  clause  against  unlawful  acts  to  operate. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  57  A.  R.  848,  on  effect  of  provision  in  life  insur- 
ance policy  rendering  it  void  upon  death  of  insured  while  violating  law;  2T 
A.  S.  R.  270,  on  death  in  violation  of  law  affecting  insurance. 

Cited  in  notes  in  36  A.  S.  R.  861;  60  A.  S.  R.  160,  161,  163,— on  death  of 
insured  in  known  violation  of  law;  13  L.R.A.  838,  on  death  resulting  from  vio- 
lation of  law  as  avoidance  of  insurance  policy;  3  LJI.A.  486,  on  effect  of  pro- 
vision in  life  policy,  avoiding  it  if  death  occur  in  known  violation  of  law;  6 
L.R.A.  496,  on  effect  of  death  caused  by  crime  on  life  insurance;  17  L.R.A. 
754,  on  proximate  cause  of  death  within  meaning  of  life  insurance  policy;  13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  261,  on  necessity  that  assured's  death  be  reasonable  and  legitimate 
consequence  of  violation  of  law,  in  order  to  relieve  insurer. 

Distinguished  in  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  P.  v.  Bradley,  73  Ark.  274,  108  A.  S.  R. 
38,  67  L.R.A.  770,  83  S.  W.  1055,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  872,  holding  unlawful  act 
clause,  inoperative  where  insured  was  killed  while  escaping  from  altercation 
brought  on  by  himself. 

Doubted  in  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  P.  v.  Crenshaw,  129  Ga.  195,  121  A.  S.  R.  216, 
18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  258,  58  S.  E.  628,  12  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  307,  holding  unlawful 
act  clause,  inoperative  though  insured  was  killed  by  husband  of  woman  with 
whom  he  maintained  illicit  relations. 
Validity  of  forfeiture  provisions  of  Insurance  contracts. 

Cited  in  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hazelett,  105  Ind.  212,  55  A.  1U 
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192,  4  N.  E.  682,  to  point  that  insurer  may  provide  for  policy's  becoming  void 
upon  certain  conditions  or  contingencies. 
IStatutory  construction. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Scircle,  103  Ind.  227,  2  N.  E.  604,  holding 
that  presumably  common  law  terms  have  common  law  meaning  when  used  in 
statutes. 
Sufficiency  of  complaint  in  actions  for  assault  and  battery. 

Cited  in  Benson  v.  Bacon,  99  Ind.  156,  holding  it  unnecessary  that  complaint 
should  aver  in  terms  that  assault  and  battery  were  imlawful. 

49  AM.  REP.  478,  HIBITS  ▼.  JACK,  97  IND.  670. 

Validity  and  effect  of  estate  to  widow,  determinable  upon  her  marriage. 

Cited  in  Beatty  v.  Irwin,  35  Ind.  App.  238,  73  N.  E.  926,  to  point  that  iso- 
lated language  giving  estate  to  widow  to  terminate  on  her  marriage,  creates 
life  estate  only;  Wood  v.  Beasley,  107  Ind.  337,  7  N.  E.  331,  holding  that  hus- 
band may  provide  that  estate  given  surviving  wife  shall  terminate  when  she 
marries;  Beshore  v.  Lytic,  114  Ind.  8,  16  N.  E.  499,  to  same  point;  Summit 
y.  Yount,  109  Ind.  506,  9  N.  E.  582,  holding  that  estate  devised  to  wife  "so  long 
as  she  remains  my  widow"  terminates  on  her  marriage. 

Cited  in  notes  in  80  A.  D.  493,  494,  on  bequest  to  legatee  while  he  or  she 
remains  unmarried;  84  A.  S.  R.  151,  on  conditions  against  remarriage;  1  L.R.A. 
432,  on  devise  to  wife  during  widowhood;   6  E.  R.  C.  367;   25  E.  R.  C.  638,— 
on  validity  of  condition  in  restraint  of  marriage. 
Stare  decisis. 

Cited  in  Paul  ▼.  Davis,  100  Ind.  422,  holding  that  judicial  decision  does  not 
make  unalterable  law;  Evans  v.  Evans,  105  Ind.  204,  5  N.  K  24.  on  effect  of 
former  erroneous  decision;  Pond  v.  Irwin,  113  Ind.  243,  15  N.  E.  272,  holding 
that  decision  which  has  become  rule  of  property  should  be  changed  only  for 
most  cogent  reasons;  Mason  v.  Burk,  120  Ind.  404,  22  N.  E.  119,  holding  that 
complaint  once  held  good  by  supreme  court  cannot  subsequently  be  attacked; 
Falconer  v.  Simmons,  51  W.  Va.  172,  41  S.  E.  193,  holding  that  overruled  deci- 
flion  is  regarded  as  never  having  been  the  law. 

Cited  in  note  in  34  L.R.A.  326,  on  conclusiveness  of  prior  or  erroneous  deci- 
sions on  subsequent  appeals. 

49  AM.  REP.  484,  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  ▼.  THUIi,   82  KAN. 

255,  4  PAC.  352. 
Value  of  expert  testimony. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  0.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Whitehead,  71  Miss.  451,  42  A.  S.  R. 
472,  15  So.  890;  Langford  v.  Jones,  18  Or.  307,  22  Pac.  1064;  Gustafson  v.  Seattle 
Traction  Co.  28  Wash.  227,  68  Pac.  721, — ^holding  instruction  that  expert  tes- 
timony should  be  received  with  caution,  erroneous;  The  Conqueror,  166  U.  S. 
110,  41  L.  ed.  937,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  510,  holding  that  jury  need  not  give  con- 
trolling influence  to  opinions  of  experts;  Ball  v.  Skinner,  134  Iowa,  298,  111 
N.  W.  1022,  holding  instruction  that  expert  testimony  cannot  overthrow  posi- 
tive and  direct  testimony,  erroneous;  Ball  v.  Hardesty,  38  Kan.  540,  16  Pac. 
808,  holding  instruction  which  in  effect  excluded  from  consideration  of  jury 
-expert  testimony,  erroneous;  Chicago,  K.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Drake,  46  Kan.  568, 
26  Pac  1039,  holding  it  for  jury  to  determine  what  weight,  if  any,  should  bo 
^ven  to  expert  testimony;  Kansas  City,  W.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ryan,  49  Kan.  1, 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XIX.— 50. 
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30  Pac.  108,  holding  it  error  to  instruct  that  testimony  of  experts  is  supposed 
to  be  best  that  can  be  furnished;  St.  Louis  v.  Ranken,  95  Mo.  189,  8  S.  W.  249, 
sustaining  instruction  that  jury  may  disregard  expert  testimony,  if  deemed 
unreasonable;  State  v.  Johnson,  66  S.  C.  23,  44  S.  E.  58,  holding  charge  that 
jury  may  disregard  expert  testimony,  erroneous;  Buckalew  v.  Quincy,  O.  &  K^ 
C.  R.  Co.  107  Mo.  App.  575,  81  S.  W.  1176,  upon  same  question. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  23  A.  S.  R.  469,  on  weight  to  be  given  expert 
evidence;  42  A.  S.  R.  473,  on  credibility  of  experts. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  A.  S.  R.  46,  on  invasion  by  court  of  province  of  jury; 
42  L.R.A.  764,  on  weight  of  expert  testimony  as  question  for  jury;  42  LJI.A. 
760,  on  weight  of  testimony  of  experts  as  affected  by  character  of  opinion. 

49  AM.  REP.  489,  XOKRIS  v.  CORKHili,  32  KAN.  409,  4  PAC.  862. 
Husband's  liability  for  wife's  torts. 

Cited  in  Schuler  v.  Henry,  42  Colo.  367,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1009,  94  Pac.  360,. 
holding  that  with  removal  of  disabilities  of  coverture  husband's  liability  for 
wife's  torts  ceases;  Graham  v.  Tucker,  56  Fla.  307,  131  A.  S.  R.  124,  19  LJEI.A. 
(N.S.)  531,  47  So.  563,  holding  married  woman  liable  for  her  torts;  Baker  v. 
Stewart,  40  Kan.  442,  10  A.  S.  R.  213,  2  L.R.A.  434,  19  Pac.  904  (dissenting^ 
opinion);  Culmer  v.  Wilson,  13  Utah,  129,  57  A.  S.  R.  713,  44  Pac.  833,— to 
same  point;  Goken  v.  Dallugge,  72  Neb.  16,  99  N.  W.  818,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann. 
Cas.  1222,  holding  that  common  law  rule  that  husband  is  liable  for  wife's  torts, 
no  longer  prevails. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  580,  on  personal  liability  of  married 
woman  for  her  torts. 

Cited  in  notes  in  83  A.  D.  778;  92  A.  S.  R.  169,— on  liability  of  husband  for 
torts  of  wife  under  married  women  statutes;  92  A.  S.  R.  166,  on  husband's 
liability  for  torts  of  wife  at  common  law;  30  L.R.A.  523,  on  effect  of  state 
legislation  on  liability  of  husband  and  wife  for  latter's  libel  and  slander. 

Doubted  in  Pett-Morgan  v.  Kennedy,  62  Minn.  348,  54  A.  S.  R.  647,  30  L.R,A. 
521,  64  N.  W.  912,  holding  husband's  liability  for  slanderous  words  spoken  by 
wife,  not  affected  by  statutes  relating  to  married, women. 

Criticized  in  Gill  v.  State,  39  W.  Va.  479,  45  A.  S.  R.  928,  26  L.R.A.  655,  20 
S.  E.  568.  upon  point  that  with  removal  of  married  woman's  disabilities,  hus- 
band's liability  for  her  torts  ceases. 
Validity  of  contracts  of  married  woman. 

Cited   in  Harrington  v.  Lowe,   73  Kjin.  1,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)    547,  84  Pac.  570^ 
holding  contract  of  married  woman,  possessed  of  no  separate  estate,  valid. 
Presumption  as  to  husband's  Influence  over  wife. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hendricks,  32  Kan.  559,  4  Pac.  1050,  holding  that  there  i» 
no  presumption  that  wife,  who  united  with  husband  in  committing  crime,  acte^i 
under  his  coercion. 

49   AM.  REP.   491,  HUMMER  v.  liAMPHEAR,   32   KAN.   439,   4   PAC. 

805. 
Actions  on  domestic  judgments. 

Cited  in  Eldredge  v.  Aultman,  35  Neb.  884,  37  A.  8.  R.  476,  53  N.  W.  1008^ 
holding  action  on  domestic  judgment  maintainable;  Walker  v.  Sturbans,  38  Fed. 
298;  Berkley  ▼.  Tootle,  163  Mo.  584,  85  A.  S.  R.  587,  63  S.  W.  681,— to  point 
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that  such  is  fie  law  of  Kansas;  Lockard  ▼.  Decatur  County,  10  Ean.  App.  316, 
62  Pac.  547^  Jiolding  action  maintainable  against  county  upon  domestic  judgment. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  37  A.  S.  R.  48,  on  action  on  judgment;  37  A.  S.  R. 
477,  on  ri^ht  of  action  on  domestic  judgment. 
Statute  of  limitations  as  applied  to  actions  on  judgments. 

Cited  in  Haupt  v.  Burton,  21  Mont.  572,  69  A.  S.  R.  698,  55  Pac.  110;  Gtizens* 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Lucas,  26  Wash.  417,  90  A.  S.  R.  748,  56  L.R.A.  812,  67  Pac.  252,— 
holding  that  statute  of  limitations,  applying  to  any  judgment  of  "any  court  of 
United  States  or  of  any  state  or  territory,"  applies  to  domestic  judgments; 
State  ▼.  Kansas  Ins.  Co.  32  Kan.  649,  5  Pac.  187,  holding  certain  judgment 
not  dormant;  Schuyler  County  Bank  v.  Bradbury,  56  Kan.  355,  43  Pac.  254, 
holding  that  right  of  action  accrues  on  judgment  as  soon  as  it  is  rendered. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  67  A.  S.  R.  679,  as  to  when  action  upon  judgment 
is  barred. 
Variance  between  pleadings  and  proof. 

Cited  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Rice,  36  Kan.  593,  14  Pac.  229,  to 
point  that  variance  between  pleadings  and  proof  is  immaterial;  Lipton  v.  War- 
ner, 47  Kan.  606,  28  Pac.  712,  treating,  as  if  amended,  petition  between  which 
and  facts  proved  there  was  variance;  Mulhall  v.  Mulhall,  3  Okla.  304,  41  Pac. 
109,  permitting  pleadings  to  be  amended  to  correspond  to  proof. 

49  AM.  REP.  496,  GOUIiD  v.  TOPEKA,  82  KAN.  485,  4  PAC.  822. 
Municipal  liability. 

Cited  in  La  Clef  ▼.  Concordia,  41  Kan.  323,  13  A.  S.  R.  285,  21  Pac.  272, 
holding  city  not  liable  for  injuries  to  prisoner  from  defects  in  city  prison; 
Fletcher  v.  Ellsworth,  53  Kan.  751,  37  Pac.  115,  holding  city  liable  to  one 
injured  by  falling  into  open  cellar  way  in  alley;  McGrew  v.  Kansas  City,  69 
Kan.  606,  77  Pac.  698,  holding  city  not  liable  where,  in  curbing  street,  it  left 
less  than  five  feet  of  sidewalk  to  abutting  property;  Edson  v.  Olathe,  81  Kan. 
328,  —  LJR.A.(N.S.)  — ,  105  Pac.  521,  holding  city  not  liable  in  damages  for 
repeal  of  street-railway-franchise  ordinance  which  does  not  engage  city  in  any 
private  proprietary  capacity;  Atchison  v.  Acheson,  9  Kan.  App.  33,  57  Pac. 
248,  holding  that  city  must  keep  streets  in  reasonably  safe  condition. 

Cited  in  notes  in  79  A.  D.  475,  476,  on  municipal  acts  as  judicial  or  minis- 
terial; 67  L.R.A.  265,  on  municipal  liability  for  injury  to  travelers  by  defective 
streets;    20   L.R.A. (N.S.)    519,   534,   535,   537,  on   liability   of  municipality  for 
defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 
—  For  defects  in  plan  of  public  improvement. 

Cited  in  Birmingham  v.  Lewis,  92  Ala.  352,  9  So.  243,  holding  that  city  may 
not  plan  or  create  unsafe  condition  in  public  street;  Pfeifer  v.  Lake,  37  HI 
App.  367  (dissenting  opinion);  Healy  v.  Chicago,  131  111.  App.  183, — on  question 
of  city's  liability  for  injury  resulting  from  defect  in  plan  of  sidewalk;  Cloud 
County  V.  Vickers,  62  Kan.  25,  61  Pac.  391,  holding  county  liable  for  injury 
caused  by  fall  of  bridge  built  by  independent  contractor  upon  defective  plan 
adopted  by  county;  State  v.  Concordia,  78  Kan.  250,  20  LJl.A.(N.S.)  1050,  96 
Pac  487,  holding  that  power  granted  to  cities  to  build  sewers  does  not  warrant 
commission  of  public  nuisance  through  their  agency;  Teager  v.  Fleminsburg, 
109  Ky.  746,  95  A.  S.  R.  400,  53  L.R.A.  791,  60  8.  W.  718,  holding  city  not 
liable  for  damages  from  defects  in  plan  of  sidewalk  not  palpably  unsafe ;  Louis- 
ville y.  Norris,  111  Ky.  903,  98  A.  S.  R.  437,  64  S.  W.  958,  holding  city  liable 
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for  damages  from  palpable  defect  in  plan  of  sewer;  Walters  v.  Omaha,  76  Neb. 
855,  107  N.  W.  1007,  14  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  750,  holding  city,  using  due  care  in 
construction  of  viaduct,  not  liable  for  damages  from  defect  in  plan;  Barrett  v. 
Walworth,  64  Hun,  526,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  557,  to  point  that  town  is,  within  certain 
limits,  liable  for  errors  in  general  plan  of  highwty  work;  Stone  v.  Seattle,  30 
Wash.  65,  67  LJIA.  253,  70  Pac.  249,  holding  city  liable  for  injury  from  de- 
fective plan  of  street  construction. 

Cited  in  notes  in  30  A.  S.  R.  387,  on  municipal  liability  for  defects  in  plan 
of  improving  public  streets;  67  L.R.A.  256,  on  necessity  that  plan  of  street 
construction  be  formally  adopted. 

Distinguished  in  Knostman  &  P.  Furniture  Co.  v.  Davenport,  99  Iowa,  589, 
68  N.  W.  887,  holding  city,  guilty  of  no  negligence  in  devising  or  adopting  plan 
of  drain,  not  liable  for  damages  due  to  mistake  in  judgment  as  to  its  suffi- 
ciency; Danaher  v.  Brooklyn,  51  Hun,  563,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  312,  holding  that  city 
is  ordinarily  not  liable  for  defects  in  plan  of  local  improvements;  Heth  v.  Fond 
du  Lac,  63  Wis.  228,  53  A.  R.  279,  23  N.  W.  495,  holding  that  abutting  owner 
cannot  restrain  city  from  so  grading  street  as  to  cause  increase  flow  of  surface 
water  upon  his  land. 
Interference  by  courts  with  cities  in  matters  of  public  improvements. 

Cited  in  Soden  v.  Emporia,  7  Kan.  App.  583,  52  Pac.  461,  holding  that  courts 
will  not  review  decision  of  city  officers  as  to  necessity  for  sewer,  or  its  location 
or  plan. 
Nature  of  city's  title  in,  and  control  over,  streets. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  33  Kan.  176,  5  Pac.  772,  holding  that 
city  may  compel  railroad  to  construct  viaduct  over  its  tracks  at  street  crossings; 
Qiffen  v.  Olathe,  44  Kan.  342,  24  Pac.  470,  holding  that  rights  of  public  in 
streets  cannot  be  impaired  by  laches  upon  part  of  city  or  its  officers. 

49  AM.  REP.  505,  RE  DILL,  32  KAX.  668,  5  PAG.  89. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Re  Kessler,  32  Kan.  693,  5  Pac.  50. 
Judicial  contempts. 

Cited  in  Re  Smith,  52  Kan.  13,  33  Pac.  967,  holding  that  court  may  not, 
upon  "judicial  knowledge"  adjudge  party  guilty  of  contempt  for  disobeying  its 
order  beyond  court's  presence;  Re  Clark,  208  Mo.  121,  15  L.R.A.{N.S.)  389, 
106  S.  W.  990,  holding  that  attorney's  wilful  absence  from  court  constitutes 
indirect  contempt,  punishable  only  upon  notice  given  him;  Saal  v.  South  Brooklyn 
R.  Co.  122  App.  Div.  364,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  996,  to  point  that  act  done  out  of 
presence  of  judge  and  tending  to  obstruct  justice  or  to  bring  judge  into  disre- 
spect constitutes  constructive  contempt;  Burdett  v.  Com.  103  Va.  838,  106  A. 
S.  R.  916,  68  L.R.A.  251,  48  S.  E.  878,  holding  that  publication  defaming  court 
may  be  punished  as  contempt,  though  the  case  is  ended. 
Conclusiveness  of  Judgments,  orders,  etc. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Reid,  34  Kan.  410,  8  Pac.  846,  holding  judgment 
rendered  in  excess  of  jurisdiction,  void  and  unenforcible;  Axman  v.  Dueker,  45 
Kan.  179,  26  Pac.  582,  holding  orders  made  in  garnishment  proceeding  to  which 
defendant  appeared  specially,  not  open  to  collateral  attack;  Ehrsam  v.  Smith, 
61  Kan.  699,  60  Pac.  740,  holding  erroneous  judgment  of  court  having  juris- 
diction, not  open  to  collateral  attack;  Bowman  v.  Hazen,  69  Kan.  682,  77  Pac. 
689.  holding  void  orders  passed  in  receivership  proceeding,  open  to  collateral 
attack  at  any  time;  Re  Howard,  72  Kan.  273,  83  Pac.  1032,  to  point  that  judg- 
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ment  is  ?t)id  if  punishment  imposed  be  greater  than  that  authorized  by  law; 
J.  B.  Watkins  Land-Mortg.  Co.  v.  Mullen,  8  Kan.  105,  54  Pac.  921,  holding  that 
judgment  of  court,  not  having  jurisdiction  to  render  the  particular  judgment, 
may  be  attacked. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Taylor,  7  S.  D.  382,  58  A.  S.  R.  843,  45  L.R.A.  136,  64 
N.  W.  253,  holding  that  only  the  unauthorized  portion  of  an  excessive  sentence 
is  void. 
What  may  be  inquired  into  in  habeas  corpus  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Re  Jewett,  69  Kan.  830,  77  Pac.  667,  holding  that  jurisdiction  of  court 
ccmimitting  for  contempt  may  be  questioned  in  independent  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding; Miskimmins  v.  Shaver,  8  Wyo.  392,  49  L.R.A.  831,  58  Pac.  411,  holding 
same;  Ex  parte  Senior,  37  Fla.  1,  32  L.R.A.  133,  19  So.  652,  to  same  effect;  Re 
Green,  86  Mo.  App.  216,  holding  that  one  imprisoned  for  contempt  for  refusing 
to  be  sworn  as  witness  to  testify  against  himself  may  be  discharged  on  habeas 
corpus;  Ex  parte  Gfeller,  178  Mo.  248,  77  S.  W.  552,  to  same  point;  Re  Hyde, 
47  Kan.  277,  27  Pac.  1001,  holding  order  of  court  having  jurisdiction  of  sub- 
ject-matter, not  reviewable  on  habeas  corpus,  though  erroneous;  Re  Gray,  64 
Kan.  850,  68  Pac.  658,  holding  constitutionality  of  ordinance  upon  which  party 
is  held  awaiting  trial,  not  open  to  inquiry  on  habeas  corpus;  Re  McNeil,  68 
Kan.  366,  74  Pac.  1110,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  733,  holding  jurisdiction  of  court 
to  render  the  particular  judgment,  open  to  inquiry  on  habeas  corpus;  Re  Paschal, 
56  Kan.  123,  42  Pac  373,  holding  to  the  contrary. 

Cited  in  notes  in  87  A.  S.  R.  181,  on  review  of  contempt  proceedings  on  habeas 
corpus;  45  L.R.A.  143,  on  discharge  of  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus  where  sentence 
is  excessive;  45  L.R.A.  150,  on  effect  of  excessive  sentence  on  appeal  or  writ  of 
error. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Edwards,  35  Kan.  99,  10  Pac  539,  holding  that  supreme 
court  may  not  discharge  on  habeas  corpus  one  held  for  trial  and  whom  district 
court  had  on  his  application  for  discharge  remanded  imtil  bail  was  given. 

49  AM.  REP.  508,  LEARNED  ▼.  TUiLOTSON,  97  N.  X.  1. 

liCtters  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  McKechney,  205  111.  372,  68  N.  E.  954,  holding  letters 
written  by  public  contractor  to  city  official,  inadmissible;  (Jearty  v.  New  York, 
183  N.  Y.  233,  76  N.  E.  12,  holding  ex  parte  statements  contained  in  letter, 
inadmissible;  Riddell  v.  Jenkins,  109  App.  Div.  463,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  702,  hold- 
ing letter  from  purchaser  of  horse  containing  opinion  of  himself  and  others  as 
to  its  condition,  inadmissible  in  action  on  warranty;  Lee  v.  Cooley,  13  Or.  433, 
11  Pac.  70,  holding  letter  written  by  daughter  to  defendant,  and  his  reply  thereto, 
admissible  in  action  for  seduction. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  34  A.  S.  R.  86,  on  letters  as  evidence  of  contract; 
52  A.  S.  R.  823,  on  letters  when  not  admissible  as  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  Beach  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  73  Conn.  118,  46  Atl.  8G7,  hold- 
ing letter,  admissible  in  connection  with  answer  thereto;  Talheim  v.  State,  38 
^  Fla.  169,  20  So.  938,  holding  letters  from  principal  to  agent,  apparently  part 
of  a  correspondence,  admissible  against  agent;  Waldheim  v.  Sonnenstrahl,  8 
Misc.  219,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  582,  holding  letters  in  nature  of  demand  for  a  debt, 
admissible. 
»  Unanswered  letters. 

ated  in  Packer  v.  United  States,  46  C.  C.  A.  35,  106  Fed.  906;  Biggs  t. 
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Stueler,  93  Md.  100,  48  AtL  727;  State  Bank  v.  McCabe,  135  Mich.  479,  98  N. 
W.  20, — ^holding  failure  to  answer  letter  no  evidence  of  acquiescence  in  truth  of 
statements  therein;  Thomas  v.  Gage,  141  N.  Y.  506,  36  N.  E.  385,  holding  same; 
Gray  v.  Kaufman  Dairy  &  Ice  Cream  Co.  162  N.  Y.  388,  76  A.  S.  R.  327,  49 
L.R.A.  580,  56  N.  E.  903,  to  same  point;  Morris  v.  Norton,  21  C.  C.  A.  653,  43 
U.  S.  App.  739,  75  Fed.  94,  holding  that -circumstances  were  such  as  to  render 
unanswered  portion  of  letter,  admissible  against  addressee;  Bank  of  British  N. 
A.  V.  Delafield,  126  N.  Y.  410,  27  N.  E.  797,  holding  unanswered  letter  describing 
transaction  to  which  writer  was  party,  inadmissible  against  other  party;  Wait 
V.  Borne,  7  N.  Y.  S.  R.  113,  to  same  point;  Healy  v.  Malcolm,  77  App.  Div.  69, 
78  N.  Y.  Supp.  1043,  holding  creditor's  unanswered  letter  to  debtor  setting  forth 
his  claim,  inadmissible  to  prove  same. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  76  A.  S.  R.  332,  on  unanswered  letter  as  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Joseph  Hydraulic  Co.  v.  Globe  Tissue  Paper  C6.  156  Ind. 
665,  59  N.  E.  995,  holding  unanswered  letter  sent  with  check  which  was  used, 
admissible. 
Conversations  as  evidence. 

Cited  m  People  v.  Koemer,  154  N.  Y.  355,  48  N.  E.  730,  12  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep. 
503,  to  point  that  uncontradicted  statements  made  by  third  person  in  presence 
of  party  may  not  be  admissible  against  him;  Stecher  Lithographic  Co.  y.  In- 
man,  175  N.  Y.  124,  67  N.  E.  213  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility  of 
statements  made  by  third  persons  in  presence  of  party's  agent;  Fogarty  v. 
CuUen,  17  Jones  &  S.  397,  holding  that  evidence  of  conversations  is  entitled  to 
but  little  weight. 
Practice  of  obtaining  verdict  of  Jury  in  equity  cases. 

Cited  in  Acker,  v.  Leland,  109  N.  Y.  5,  15  N.  E.  743;  Dean  v.  Benn,  69  Hun, 
519,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  708;  Wilson  v.  Heath,  23  Misc.  714,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  166,— 
holding  finding  of  jury,  not  binding  on  court  in  equity  cases;  McClave  v.  Gibb, 
157  N.  Y.  413,  52  N.  E.  186,  holding  same;  Re  Western  States,  86  C.  C.  A.  354, 
159  Fed.  354,  to  same  point;  Anderson  v.  Carter,  24  App.  Div.  462,  49  N.  Y. 
Supp.  255,  to  point  that,  upon  issue  directed,  chancery  reserves  to  itself  the 
review  of  all  that  passes  at  law. 

Distinguished  in  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter,  30  N.  Y.  S.  R.  965,  9  N.  Y.  Supp. 
683,  upon  point  that  verdict  of  jury,  in,  equity  cases,  is  merely  advisory. 

49  AM.  REP.  513,  CITY  NAT.  BANK  v.  PHELPS,  97  N.  Y.  44. 

Effect  of  reorganizing  one  corporation  into  another. 

Cited  in  Re  Empire  State  Supreme  Lodge,  D.  H.  53  Misc.  344,  118  App.  Div. 
616,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  465,  holding  new  corporation,  not  created  by  reincorporation 
of  existing  association  under  General  Insurance  Law. 

Distinguished  in  Austin  v.  Tecumseh  Nat.  Bank,  49  Neb.  412,  59  A.  S.  R,  643, 
35  L.R.A.  444,  68  N.  W.  628,  holding  that  for  new  corporation  to  be  liable  for 
debts  of  its  predecessor,  one  must  be  mere  continuation  of  other. 
Conversion  of  state  banlcs  into  national  banlcs,  or  vice  versa. 

Cited  in  Michigan  Ins.  Bank  v.  Eldred,  143  U.  S.  293,  36  L.  ed.  162,  12  Sup. . 
Ct.  Rep.  450,  holding  rights  or  liabilities  of  state  bank,  not  affected  by  its  con- 
version into  national  Bank;  Aldrich  v.  Bingham,  131  Fed.  363,  to  point  that 
where  state  bank  is  reorganized  into  national  bank,  there  is  continuation  of 
same  body  under  changed  jurisdiptioh ;  First  Commercial  Bank  v.  Talbert,  103 
Mich.  625,  50  A.  S.  R.  385,  'll  N.  W.  888;  Hicks  v.  Steel,  142  Mich.  292,  4  L.R.A. 
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<N.S.)  279,  105  N.  W.  767, — ^holding  that  state  bank  is  substantially  same  cor- 
poration as  national  bank  which  it  succeeds;  Goldmark  y.  Magnolia  Metal  Co. 
28  App.  Div.  264,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  68;  Closkey  v.  International  Rubber  Clothing 
-&  General  Supply  Co.  28  Misc.  326,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  878, — ^to  point  that  national 
1)ank  is  liable  for  debts  of  state  bank  which  it  succeeds. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  50  A.  S.  R.  388,  on  effect  on  continuing  guaranty  of 
change  from  state  to  national  bank. 
Effect  upon  corporation  of  extending  its  corporate  existence. 

Cited  in  First  Presby.  Church  v.  National  State  Bank,  67  N.  J.  L.  27,  29  Atl. 
320,  holding  identity  of  national  bank,  not  affected  by  extension  of  its  corporate 
existence;  People  v.  Backus,  117  N.  Y.  196,  22  N.  E.  759  (affirming  22  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  445,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  728),  holding  g^uarantor  of  bank,  not  discharged  by 
extension  of  its  corporate  existence. 

Cited  in  note  in  59  A.  S.  R.  554,  on  liability  of  bank  for  debts  of  preceding 
corporation  or  partnership. 
What  will  terminate  continuing  guaranty. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1233,  on  liability,  under  continuing  guaranty 
running  to  partnership  or  corporation,  for  goods  sold  or  credits  extended  after 
change  in  firm  or  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Burch  v.  De  Rivera,  53  Hun,  367,  6  N.  Y.  Supp,  206,  holding 
that  continuing  guaranty  ceases  with  change  in  membership  of  guaranteed 
firm. 

49  AM.  REP.  616,  STROHER  v.  EliTING,  97  N.  Y.  102. 
Responsibility  of  one  person  for  negligence  of  another. 

Cited  in  Bass  v.  Reitdorf,  25  Ind.  App.  650,  58  N.  E.  95,  holding  that  one 
party  is  liable  for  negligence  of  another  conunitted  in  prosecuting  common  enter- 
prise; Newman  v.  Stuckey,  32  N.  Y.  S.  R.  876,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  760,  to  same  point; 
McCarragher  v.  Gaskell,  42  Hun,  451, — ^holding  that  all  members  of  firm  are 
liable  for  negligence  of  any  one  member ;  Zabriskie  y.  Coates,  41  App.  Div.  316,  58 
N.  Y.  Supp.  523,  holding  that  parties  who  are  mutually  interested  in  joint  enter- 
prise, sharing  in  losses  and  profits,  are  liable  as  partners ;  Atwater  v.  Veteran,  26 
N.  Y.  8.  R.  945,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  907,  holding  that  negligepce  of  one  committed  in 
furthering  business  of  another  is  imputable  to  latter;  Thomas  v.  Springer,  134 
App.  Div.  640,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  460,  holding  that  no  partnership  is  created  in  ab- 
sence of  agreement  to  share  profits. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  E.  R.  C.  403,  on  what  constitutes  a  partnership. 

Distinguished  in  Marsh  v.  Hand,  120  N.  Y.  315,  24  N.  E.  463  (affirming  40 
Hun,  339),  holding  that  contract  to  work  farm  on  shares  does  not  make  parties 
liable  as  partners;  Wright  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  40  Hun,  343,  holding 
that  two  railroads,  not  sharing  in  profits  of  enterprise  in  which  both  are  interest- 
ed, are  not  partners  in  respect  thereto. 
Right  to  sue  Joint  tort  feasors  separately. 

Cited  in  Gordon  v.  Ashley,  34  Misc.  743,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  1038,  holding  that 
one  of  several  persons  jointly  liable  for  negligence  may  be  sued  separately. 

4t  AM.  REP.  517,  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  v.  DUNN,  97  N.  Y.   149. 
Rights  of  creditors  over  property  in  custody  of  law. 

Cited  in  Welter  v.  Jacobson,  7  N.  D.  32,  66  A.  S.  R.  632,  78  N.  W.  65,  holding 


Digitized  by 


Google 


49  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  l^Z 

that  property  cannot  be  replevied  while  in  custody  of  sheriff;  Walling  v.  Miller^ 
108  N.  Y.  173,  2  A.  S.  R.  400,  15  N.  E.  65,  holding  that  property  in  possession 
of  receiver  may  not  be  sold,  under  execution  without  leave  of  court;  McCarthy 
V.  Ockerman,  164  N.  Y.  565,  49  N.  E.  163,  holding  replevin  improper  remedy  to 
recover  property  in  custody  of  law;  Bentley  v.  Colyer,  9  N.  Y.  S.  R.  687,  to  point 
that  judgment  creditors  may  not  interfere  with  property  in  custody  of  law; 
Tremaine  v.  Mortimer,  25  Jones  &  S.  340,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  681,  holding  sale  made 
by  virtue  of  levy  under  executions  issued  while  property  was  in  possession  of 
sheriff  under  warrant  of  replevin,  void;  Semel  v.  Dunn,  28  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc. 
Rep.  206,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  1006,  holding  that  where  property  has  been  replevined 
and  defendant  has  rebonded  and  taken  it,  strangers  cannot  then  replevin  it; 
Sigal  V.  F.  E.  Hatch  &  Co.  61  Misc.  332,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  818,  holding  that  prop- 
erty taken  by  marshal  in  replevin  at  suit  of  vendor  selling  on  conditional  sale 
is  in  custodia  legis;  Evans  v.  Rector,  107  Wis.  286,  83  N.  W.  292,  holding  that 
fund  in  custody  of  law  cannot  be  garnished. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  221,  on  right  to  maintain  replevin  for  prop- 
erty in  custody  of  the  law. 
Kqaity  Jarisdiction  and  Jarisprudence. 

Cited  in  Re  Gutwillig,  90  Fed.  481 ;  Hall  v.  Kincell,  42  C.  C.  A.  360,  2  N.  B. 
N.  Rep.  745,  102  Fed.  301, — to  point  that  strict  rules  of  law  do  not,  as  against 
creditors,  apply  in  equity;  Sioux  Falls  Sav.  Bank  v.  Lien,  14  S.  D.  410,  85  N. 
W.  924,  holding  that  one  holding  securities  claimed  by  different  persons  may 
turn  them  into  court  and  compel  parties  to  interplead;  National  Park  Bank  v. 
Goddard,  62  Hun,  31,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  343,  sustaining  equitable  action  by  holder 
of  lien  upon  property  claimed  by  various  persons;  Stetson  v.  Hopper,  60  App^ 
Div.  277,  70  N.  Y.  Supp  170,  holding  that  equity  jurisdiction  is  not  exactly  de- 
fined or  entirely  limited  by  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

49  AM.  REP.   52^,  PRINGLE  v.  IjEVERICH,   •?  N.  Y.    ISl. 
When  one  person  will  be  bound  by  statement  of  another. 

Cited  in  Paine  v.  Ronan,  6  N.  Y.  8.  R.  420,  holding  third  person's  narrative 
of  past  transaction,  inadmissible;  Griggs  v.  Smith,  35  N.  Y.  S.  R.  577,  13  N. 
Y.  Supp.  273,  holding  retiring  member,  not  bound  by  admissions  made  by  surviir* 
ing  member  after  firm's  dissolution;  Mt.  Morris  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  United 
States  Horse  &  Cattle  Show  Soc.  9  Misc.  180,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  584,  holding  that 
certain  statements  could  not  affect  party  as  admissions  of  an  agent. 

Cited  in  note  in  52  L.RA.  840,  on  access  and  effect  of  nonaccess  on  admis- 
sibility of  partnership  books  of  account  against  partnership  or  partner. 
Ijiability  of  partner  after  retirement. 

Cited  in  note  in  40  A.  S.  R.  567,  on  rights,  liabilities,  and  r^nedies  resulting^ 
from  admission  of  new  partner  after  dissolution. 

Distinguished  in  Conklin  v.  Prospect  Park  Hotel  Co.  16  N.  Y.  S.  R.  312,  1 
N.  Y.  Supp.  406,  upon  point  that  partner's  liability  continues  after  his  retire- 
ment unless  same  is  made  known. 

49  AM.  REP.  525,  DILIiENBECK  ▼.  DYGERT,  97  N.  Y.  808. 
Right  to  contribution. 

Cited  in  Egbert  v.  Hanson,  34  Misc.  760,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  1135;  Brady  v.  Brady,. 
110  Md.  656,  73  Atl.  567,  holding  thai  joint  maker  who  pays  note  is  entitled 
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to  contribution  from  his  co-maker  under  count  for  money  paid  in  action  of  as- 
sumpsit; Curry  v.  Lafon,  133  Mo.  App.  163,  113  S.  W.  246,  on  same  point. 

Cited  in  notes  in  9  L.R.A.  411^  on  contribution  between  cosureties;  98  A.  S. 
R«  38^  on  assignment  of  right  to  contribution. 

49  AM.  REP.  581,  CHASE  v.  SECOND  AVE.  R.  CO.  07  N.  T.  884. 
What  contracts  will  be  Implied  by  law. 

Cited  in  Crutchfleld  v.  Warrensburg,  30  Mo.  App.  450;  Taylor  v.  School  Dist. 
No.  3,  60  Mo.  App.  372, — ^to  point  that  law  will  not  make  that  valid  without 
writing  which  law  requires  should  be  in  writing;  W.  W.  Cook  &  Son  v.  Cam- 
eron, 144  Mo.  App.  137,  128  S.  W.  269,  holding  that  law  will  not  make  municipal 
contract  valid  without  writing  which  law  requires  should  be  in  writing;  Schott 
V.  La  Compagnie  Generale,  52  Misc.  236,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  901,  holding  that  where 
employment  continues  after  expiration  of  contract  for  two  years,  term  of  employ- 
ment is  indefinite. 

Cited  in  note  in  91  A.  D.  563,  on  tenant's  holding  over  as  affected  by  his 
previous  notice  of  his  intention  to  quit. 

Distinguished  in  Brooklyn  Dock  &  Terminal  Co.  v.  Bahrenburg,  135  App. 
Div.  799,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  205,  holding  that  lease  of  dock  privileges  creates 
relationship  of  landlord  and  tenant. 

Doubted  in  Graham  v.  Tucker,  56  Fla.  307,  131  A.  S.  R.  124,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
531,  47  So.  563,  on  contract  inferred  from  facts  of  case.  ^ 

49  AM.  REP.  688,  GAY  ▼.  SEIBOLD,  97  N.  Y.  472. 

Effect  upon  party's  civil  rights  of  his  violation  of  statute  law. 

Cited  in  Marino  v.  Lehmaier,  173  N.  Y.  530,  61  L.R.A.  811,  66  N.  E.  672  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  question  whether  employment  of  children  in  violation  of 
factory  act  is  such  negligence  as  will  support  action  by  child  when  injured; 
•Martino  v.  Kirk,  55  Hun,  474,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  758,  apparently  holding  that  physi- 
cian may  recover  for  treatment  given  in  coimty  in  which  he  was  not  registered. 

Distinguished  in  Sirkin  v.  Fourteenth  Street  Store,  124  App.  Div.  384,  108 
N.  Y.  Supp.  830  (reversing  55  Misc.  288,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  179),  holding  that 
vendor  who  has  bribed  vendee's  purchasing  agent  cannot  recover  for  goods  sold. 
—  Of  statutes  prohibiting  doing  of  basiness  under  assumed  names. 

Cited  in  Sinnott  v.  German-American  Bank,  164  N.  Y.  386,  58  N.  E.  286, 
holding  statute  prohibiting  individual  from  using  term  "&  Co.,"  inapplicable  to 
executed  a^eements;  Taylor  v.  Bell  &  B.  Soap  Co.  18  App.  Div.  175,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  939,  holding  vendor's  use  of  fictitious  firm  name,  no  defense  to  vendee 
not  misled  thereby;  Donlon  v.  Ekiglish,  89  Hun,  67,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  82,  holding 
that  question  whether  or  not  vendee  was  misled  is  for  jury;  Kennedy  v.  Budd, 
5  App.  Div.  140,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  81,  holding  that  surviving  member  of  brokerage 
firm,  continuing  business  under  firm  name,  may  recover  money  advanced  to 
customer;  Loeb  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  78  App.  Div.  113,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  510 
(affirming  38  Misc.  107,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  106),  holding  that  surviving  member  of 
firm  continuing  business  under  firm  name  may  recover  on  fire  insurance  policy 
issued  in  firm's  name  before  dissolution;  Vandergrift  v.  Bertron,  83  App.  Div. 
548,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  153,  holding  that  individual  may  enforce  lien  for  work  done 
by  him  under  firm  name;  Rosenheim  v.  Rosenfield,  37  N.  Y.  S.  R.  550,  13  N.  Y. 
Supp.  720,  holding  statute  prohibiting  use  of  assumed  names,  not  violated  by 
one  UBing  his  own  name  as  "sole  proprietor"  in  ccmnection  with  partnership 
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name;  Castle  Bros.  v.  Graham,  87  App.  Dlv.  97,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  120,  holding 
aame,  where  brothers  used  surname  only  and  word  '^brothers;"  Rutkowsky  v. 
Bozza,  77  N.  J.  L.  724,  73  Atl.  502;  Slater  v.  Slater,  176  N.  Y.  143,  96  A.  S.  R. 
619,  61  L.R.A.  796,  67  N.  E.  224,— to  point  that  such  statutes  are  for  public's 
protection;  Adee  v.  Crow,  7  Misc.  256,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  973,  holding  fact  that 
transferee  of  note  does  business  under  firm  name,  no  defense  to  his  action  on 
note;  Kilpatrick  v.  Villaimie,  6  Misc.  33,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  1008,  holding  same; 
Doyle  V.  Shuttleworth,  41  Misc.  42,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  609,  holding  that  one  carrying 
on  business  under  fictitious  name  may  recover  on  executed  contracts;  McArdle 
V.  Thames  Iron  Works,  96  App.  Div.  139,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  485,  holding  that  same 
rule  applies  to  executory  contracts;  Barron  v.  Yost,  16  Daly,  441,  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 
455,  holding  unlawful  use  of  fictitious  firmt  name,  no  defense  to  one  not  misled 
thereby. 
Construction  of  penal  statutes. 

Cited  in  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  86  App.  Div.  335,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  899;  Imperato 
V.  Washboe,  47  Misc.  150,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  489;  Levy  v.  Timble,  47  Misc.  394, 
94  N.  Y.  Supp.  3;  Lovejoy  v.  Weil,  48  Misc.  611,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  552,— holding 
that  penal  statutes  must  be  strictly  construed. 
Validity  of  application  after  term. 

Cited  in  The  Comfort,  32  Fed.  327,  holding  that  application  for  rehearing  not 
made  during  term  when  final  decree  was  entered  comes  too  late. 

49  AM.  REP.  588,  MEYER  v.  PHIIililPS,  97  N.  T.  485. 
Equity  Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Hale  v.  Allison,  188  U.  S.  56,  47  L.  ed.  380,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  244, 
holding  action  in  equity  to  enforce  statutory  liability  of  stockholders  of  foreign 
corporation,  not  maintainable;  Crawford  Co.  v.  Hathaway,  67  Neb.  325,  108  A.  S. 
R.  647,  60  L.R.A.  889,  93  N.  W.  781,  to  point  that  equity  has  jurisdiction  to 
prevent  multiplicity  of  suits;  Hinckel  v.  Stevens,  17  App.  Div.  279,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  678,  sustaining  action  brought  to  quiet  plaintifi^'s  title  and  to  establish 
his  right  to  enjoy  property  free  from  vexations  of  defendant;  Warren  v.  Park- 
hurst,  105  App.  Div.  239,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1009  (affirming  45  Misc.  466,  92  N.  Y. 
Supp.  725),  holding  action  for  injunction  and  damages  sustainable  against  all 
riparian  owners  from  whose  lands  filth  is  deposited  into  stream  and  carried  to 
plaintiff's  land;  Burghen  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  53  Misc.  457,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  292,  hold- 
ing that  different  landowners,  affected  by  nuisance,  may  join  in  action  to  abate 
it;  Haines  v.  Hall,  17  Or.  165,  3  L.R.A.  609,  20  Pac.  831,  holding  that  injunction 
lies  to  restrain  use  of  non-navigable  stream. 

Distinguished  in  Wheelock  v.  Noonan,  21  Jones  &  S.  286  (dissenting  opinion ), 
on  right  of  party  to  have  mandatory  injunction  to  compel  removal  of  rock  placed 
on  his  land. 
Damages  recoverable  in  actions  in  equity. 

Cited  in  Inderlied  v.  Whaley,  85  Hun,  63,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  640,  holding  all  dam- 
ages sustained  to  time  of  trial,  recoverable  in  equitable  action. 
Right  to  interfere  with  public  easements. 

Cited  in  notes  in  81  A.  D.  585,  on  right  of  public  or  of  individuals  to  use 
water  courses  as  highways  and  remedies  available  to  vindicate  right;  41  L.RJ^. 
375,  on  what  streams  are  floatable;  10  E.  R.  C.  97,  on  acquisition  of  easement 
by  prescription. 
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DistiDguished  in  Hoag  v.  Pierce,  65  Hun,  424,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  224,  suBtaining 
action  by  interested  party  to  prevent  abutting  landowner  from  interfering  with 
well  in  street  which  well  had  been  used  and  maintained  by  people  of  neighbor- 
hood for  many  years. 

49  AM.  REP.  640,  CARPENTER  v.  BOSTON  &  A.  R.  CO.  97  N.  Y.  494. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Carpenter  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  106  N.  Y. 
«27. 
When  one  person  will  be  liable  for  torts  of  another. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Richardson,  40  Ind.  App.  603,  82 
N.  £.  636,  holding  railroad,  liable  to  passenger  whom  brakeman  negligently  per- 
mitted another  passenger  to  shoot;  Mulligan  v.  New  York  &  R.  B.  R.  Co.  129 
N.  Y.  606,  26  A.  S.  R.  539,  74  L.R.A.  791,  29  N.  E.  962  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
liability  of  railroad  for  wrongful  arrest  of  waiting  passenger  by  direction  of 
ticket  agent;  Koch  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  76  App.  Div.  282,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
99,  holding  railroad  liable  where  conductor  neglected  to  interfere  seriously 
when  passenger  was  being  assaulted  by  fellow  passengers;  McDonough  v.  Third 
Ave.  R.  Co.  96  App.  Div.  311,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  609  (dissenting  opinion),  on  lia- 
bility of  railroad  to  passenger  injured  by  premature  starting  of  car  upon  signal 
onauthorizedly  given  by  another  passenger;  Hogle  v.  Franklin  Mfg.  Co.  128 
App.  Div.  403,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  881,  holding  master,  liable  for  injury  resulting 
from  workmen's  practice  of  throwing  missiles  from  factory  windows;  Donivan 
V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  1  Misc.  368,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  457,  to  point  that  carrier  is 
liable  to  passenger  for  wilful  injury  by  its  servants;  McMahon  v.  Interborough 
Rapid  Transit  Co.  69  Misc.  242,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  876,  holding  railroad  liable  to 
passenger  injured  by  riotous  conduct  of  other  passengers;  West  Memphis  Packet 
Co.  V.  White,  99  Tenn.  256,  38  L.R.A.  427,  41  S.  W.  683,  holding  that  carrier 
must  exercise  utmost  care  to  protect  passengers  from  careless  use  of  loaded  gun 
by  passenger;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Rhodes,  35  Tex.  C^v.  App.  432,  90 
S.  W.  869,  holding  railway,  liable  to  passenger  injured  through  negligence  of 
company  with  which  railway  had  contract  for  lighting  its  cars;  Sears  v.  Seattle 
Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  6  Wash.  227,  33  Pac.  389,  holding  railway  liable  to  pas- 
senger injured  in  collision  between  car  and  wagon,  though  wagon-driver's  neg- 
ligence contributed  thereto. 
—  Railroad's  liability  for  negligent  handling  of  mail  bags. 

Cited  in  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Simms,  43  111.  App.  260;  Carver  v.  Minneapolis 
&  St.  L.  R.  Co.  120  Iowa,  346,  94  N.  W.  862, — ^holding  railroad,  liabh  to  one 
struck,  while  rightfully  on  station  platform,  by  mail-bag,  thrown  as  was  the 
custom,  from  train;  Huddleston  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  90  Ark.  378,  119 
S.  W.  280;  Williams  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  98  Ky.  247,  32  S.  W.  934;  Brad- 
ford V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  160  Mass.  392,  35  N.  E.  1131 ;  Galloway  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  56  Minn.  346,  45  A.  S.  R.  468,  23  L.R.A.  442,  57  N.  W.  1058,— 
holding  same;  Shaw  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  123  Mich.  629,  81  A.  S.  R.  230,  49 
L.R.A.  308,  82  N.  W.  618,  holding  same,  where  bag  passed  through  station 
window  and  injured  plaintiflT;  St.  Louis,  C.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Waggoner, 
'OO  111.  App.  656,  holding  that  railroad  is  liable  for  negligence  of  mail  clerks  only 
where  same  is  of  usual  occurrence  r  Sargent  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  114 
Mo.  348,  19  L.R.A.  460,  21  S.  W.  823,  holding  that  railroad  must  guard  against 
accidents  from  throwing  of  mail-bags  upon  station  platforms;  Ayres  v.  Delaware, 
L.  A  W.  R.  Co.  158  N.  Y.  264,  53  N.  E.  22  (affirming  4  App.  Div.  611   40  N.  Y. 
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Supp.  11,  which  was  appeal  on  later  trial  of  77  Hun,  414,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  789), 
holding  railroad,  liable  to  passenger  falling  over  mail-bag  thrown  upon  insuffi- 
ciently lighted  platform. 

Cited  in  notes  in  7  A.  S.  R.  831,  on  carrier's  duty  to  inform  passenger,  where 
information  would  tend  to  prevent  exposure  to  danger  and  injury;  61  A.  S. 
R.  81,  on  relation  of  passenger  of  persons  waiting  or  passing;  about  on  premises; 
20  L.R.A.  624,  on  measure  of  care  which  carrier  must  exercise  to  keep  its  plat- 
forms and  approaches  safe;  6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  681,  on  liability  of  railroad  company 
for  personal  injuries  by  objects  thrown  from  moving  train;  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
689,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  for  negligent  injury  to  passenger  at  station 
by  persons  coming  there  to  transact  business;  42  L.  ed.  U.  8.  493,  on  carrier'* 
duty  to  protect  passengers. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  129  App.  Div.  635,  114  N. 
Y.  Supp.  62,  holding  one  guilty  of  ccmtributory  negligence  where  she  is  injured 
by  stepping  into  space  between  car  and  platforms  on  elevated  railroad. 

49  AM.  REP.  544,  FERGUSON  v.  HXTBBEIili,  97  N.  Y.  507. 
liiability  for  acts  of  Independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  Leavitt  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  89  Me.  509,  36  L.R.A.  382,  36  AtL 
998,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  fire  communicated  from  car  owned  and  used 
by  independent  contractor;  Rogers  v.  Parker,  169  Mich.  278,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
— ,  123  N.  W.  1109,  18  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  753,  holding  landlord  not  liable  for 
negligence  of  tenant's  servant  in  setting  fires  while  engaged  in  clearing  land  at 
certain  sum  per  acre;  Miller  v.  New  York,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  126  N.  Y.  118,  26  N. 
E.  36,  holding  lessor  of  railroad,  not  liable  for  negligence  of  lessee  in  prosecuting^ 
work  undertaken  by  latter;  Berg  v.  Parsons,  156  N.  Y.  109,  66  A.  S.  R.  542, 
41  L.R.A.  391,  60  N.  E.  967,  holding  owner,  not  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor 
in  blasting  rock  upon  vacant  city  lot;  Uppington  v.  New  York,  165  N.  Y.  222, 
63  L.R.A.  660,  69  N.  E.  91,  holding  city,  not  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor 
in  building  sewer  though  it  reserves  right  to  inspect  work;  Jehle  v.  Ellicott 
Square  Co.  31  App.  Div.  336,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  366,  holding  owner  of  incompleted 
building,  not  liable  to  one  injured,  while  using  elevator,  through  negligence  of 
employee  of  contractor;  Maltbie  v.  Bolting,  6  Misc.  339,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  903, 
holding  owner  of  building,  not  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor  in  guarding 
coal  hole  in  sidewalk. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  60  A.  R.  700,  on  liability  of  employer  for  act  of 
contractor  claimed  to  be  nuisance. 

Cited  in  notes  in  76  A.  S.  R.  420,  on  liability  for  negligence  of  independent 
contractors  in  allowing  fire  to  spread;  76  A.  S.  R.  424,  on  liability  for  negligence 
of  independent  contractors  in  cases  concerning  landlord  and  tenant;  66  L.R.A. 
469,  on  inference  of  independent  contract  of  person  ^nployed  to  clear  land  at 
specified  price  per  acre;  65  L.R.A.  654,  on  nonliability  of  employer  for  negligence 
of  independent  contractor  in  work  involving  use  of  fire  for  destruction  of  timber ; 
65  L.R.A.  836,  on  employer's  liability  for  injuries  caused  by  performance  of 
work  by  independent  contractor  which  is  dangerous  unless  certain  precautions 
are  observed;  66  L.R.A.  606,  on  determining  nature  of  contract  as  dependent 
or  independent  with  reference  to  basis  on  which  compensation  of  employee  is 
calculated;  65  L.R.A.  753,  on  master's  liability  of  acts  of  independent  contractor 
where  their  performance  will  necessarily  create  nuisance;  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  789, 
on  employer's  liability  for  acts  of  independent  contractor  in  setting  out  fii«L 
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Distinguished  in  St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Madden,  77  Kan.  80,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  788,  93  Pac.  586,  holding  railroad,  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor  in 
prosecuting  work  of  burning  fire-guard  along  right  of  way. 
Who  are  Independent  contractors. 

Cited  in  Re  Ballou,  62  Misc.  513,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  1118,  holding  that  contract 
to  work  farm  did  not  create  relation  of  master  and  servant;  Marsh  v.  Hand, 
120  N.  Y.  315,  24  N.  E.  463,  holding  relation  of  master  and  servant,  not  created 
by  contract  to  work  farm  on  shares. 
Admissibility  of  opinion  testimony. 

Cited  in  Boyle  v.  State,  105  Ind.  469,  55  A.  R.  218,  5  N.  E.  203  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  admissibility  of  dying  declaration  that  accused  had  "no  reason  for 
the  shooting;"  Brunker  v.  Cummins,  133  Ind.  443,  32  N.  E.  732,  holding  opinion 
evidence,  inadmissible  where  facts  are  before  jury  who  are  capable  of  drawing 
correct  inferences;  American  Telph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Green,  164  Ind.  349,  73  N. 
E.,707,  holding  evidence  of  witness's  conclusion  upon  question  whether  he,  as 
agent,  had  certain  authority,  inadmissible;  Gutwilling  v.  Zuberbier,  41  Hun, 
361,  applying  rule  that  witnesses  may  not  express  opinion  as  to  matters  upon 
which  jury  are  to  pass;  Tolles  v.  Wood,  16  Abb.  N.  C.  1,  excluding  opinion  testi- 
mony upon  question  as  to  what  amount  was  necessary  for  party's  maintenance; 
Pratt  V.  Mosetter,  9  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  351,  holding  that  duties  of  consignees 
cannot  be  established  by  opinion  of  witnesses  who  are  dealers  in  the  articles 
sold;  Douglass  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  51  W.  Va.  523,  41  S.  E.  911,  to  point  that 
opinion  testimony  is  inadmissible  where  facts  are  such  that  men  in  general  may 
understand  them;  Sanders  v.  Graves,  105  Fed.  849;  Caven  v.  Bodwell  Granite 
Co.  97  Me.  381,  54  Atl.  851, — ^to  point  that  mere  fact  that  witness  knows  more 
of  subject  than  jury  does  not  render  expert  testimony  admissible;  Meehan  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  13  N.  D.  432,  101  N.  W.  183,  holding  that  where  facts 
may  be  laid  before  jury  and  proper  inferences  drawn  by  them,  expert  may  not 
express  opinion;  Pulsifer  v.  Berry,  87  Me.  405,  32  Atl.  986,  holding  opinions  of 
experts,  inadmissible  upon  matters  of  general  observation;  Koenig  v.  Union 
Depot  R.  Co.  173  Mo.  698,  73  S.  W.  637,  excluding  testimony  by  experts  that 
certain  facts  indicated  that  car  was  going  at  certain  speed;  Van  Wycklen  v. 
Brooklyn,  118  N.  Y.  424,  24  N.  E.  179,  excluding  expert's  opinion  upon  question 
whether  it  was  possible  for  certain  wells  to  withdraw  water  from  certain  creek; 
Young  V.  Johnson,  123  N.  Y.  226,  25  N.  E.  363,  admitting  physician's  opinion 
upon  question  whether  pregnacy  would  occur  under  certain  conditions;  Little- 
John  V.  Shaw,  159  N.  Y.  188,  53  N.  E.  810,  admitting  expert's  opinion  as  to 
quality  and  condition  of  article  of  peculiar  nature;  Wilson  v.  F.  C.  Linde  Co. 
47  App.  Div.  327,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  69,  admitting  expert  testimony  as  to  proper 
temperature  for  keeping  apples  in  cold  storage;  Stoothoflf  v.  Brooklyn  Heights 
R.  Co.  50  App.  Div.  585,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  243,  holding  that  medical  expert  may 
not  characterize  injury  as  "serious"  or  "trivial;"  Cramer  v.  Slade,  66  App.  Div. 
59,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  125,  holding  it,  for  jury  and  not  expert  witness  to  draw 
conclusions  from  facts  proved  by  him;  Jourdan  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  6  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  89,  on  admissibility  of  expert  testimony;  Roby  v.  American  Cent.  Ins. 
Co.  11  N.  Y.  S.  R.  93,  holding  that  question  which  places  expert  witness  in 
position  of  jury  cannot  be  asked;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia, 
33  Or.  172,  53  Pac  8,  admitting  opinions  of  skilled  firemen  upon  question  whether 
or  not  flre  was  burning  naturally. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  55  A.  R.  671,  on  admissibility  of  expert  testimony 
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to  prove  proper  time  to  burn  fallow;  4  A.  S.  R.  381,  as  to  whether  subject  of 
inquiry  properly  calls  for  expert  evidence. 

Cited  in  notes  in  66  A.  D.  231,  on  refusal  to  allow  expert  testimony  further 
than  is  necessary ;  21  L.R.A.  259,  on  liability  of  person  setting  fires  which  spread 
to  property  of  others,  for  acts  of  third  persons. 
—  As  to  skill,  care,  negligence,  or  safety. 

Cited  in  American  Bolt  Co.  v.  Fennell,  158  Ala.  484,  48  So.  97,  holding  opinion 
evidence  as  to  whether  it  is  contributory  negligence  to  strike  mule  inadmissible; 
Anne  Arundel  County  v.  State,  107  Md.  210,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  452,  68  Atl.  602, 
holding  that  one,  possessing  no  special  skill  or  knowledge,  may  not  expresa 
opinion  as  to  what  was  necessary  to  safeguard  open  draw-bridge;  Bailey  v. 
Rome,  W.  &  0.  R.  Co.  55  Hun,  509,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  780,  holding  opinion  testimony 
upon  matters  not  embracing  questions  of  science  or  skill,  inadmissible;  Buma 
V.  Farmington,  31  App.  Div.  364,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  229,  holding  that  witnesses  may 
not  testify  that  pile  of  timber  was  not  likely  to  frighten  horses;  International 
&  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Mills,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  127,  78  S.  W.  11,  holding  matters 
requiring  special  study  and  experience,  such  as  operation  of  air  brakes  on  train 
proper  subjects  for  expert  testimony;  Pursley  v.  Edge  Moor  Bridge  Works, 
56  App.  Div.  71,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  719,  holding  same  as  to  safety  of  piles  and 
scaffolding;  New  York  Electric  Equipment  Co.  v.  Blair,  25  C.  C.  A.  216,  51 
U.  S.  App.  81,  79  Fed.  896,  excluding  expert  testimony  upon  question  of  safety 
of  a  particular  method  of  hoisting  pipe;  Sapperfield  v.  Main  Street  &  Agri. 
Works  R.  Co.  91  Cal.  48,  27  Pac.  590,  excluding  opinion  of  expert  upon  ques- 
tion of  safety  of  certain  coupling  pin;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  MerrilU 
61  Kan.  671,  60  Pac.  819,  admitting  opinion  of  expert  as  to  proper  method 
of  passing  from  one  moving  freight  car  to  another;  Benjamin  v.  Metropol- 
itan Street  R.  Co.  50  Mo.  App.  602,  admitting  experts  opinion  as  to  safety 
of  construction  of  scuttle  hole  in  sidewalk;  Dougherty  v.  Miliken,  163  N.  Y. 
^27,  79  A.  S.  R.  608,  57  N.  E.  757,  excluding  expert's  opinion  upon  question 
of  sufficiency  of  parts  of  derrick;  Case  v.  Perew,  46  Hun,  57,  excluding  ex- 
pert's opinion  upon  question  whether  boat  was  moored  in  proper  position; 
Schwander  v.  Birge,  46  Hun,  66,  excluding  expert's  opinion  upon  question  of 
sufficiency  of  means  of  egress  from  building;  Green  v.  Homellsville  &  C.  R.  Co. 
24  App.  Div.  434,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  576,  rejecting  expert  testimony  as  to  sufficiency 
of  fence  to  prevent  cattle  passing  through  it;  Lane  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  93  App.  Div.  40,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  947,  holding  expert  testimony  as  to  what 
rules  were  necessary  for  safety  of  persons  employed  about  locomotive,  inad- 
missible; Meyer  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  10  Misc.  11,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  534,  ex- 
cluding expert  testimony  upon  question  whether  wagon  driver  might  have  crossed 
track  without  colliding  with  car. 

Cited  in  notes  in  59  A.  R.  185,  on  safety  of  highway  as  proper  subject  for 
opinion  evidence;  30  A.  S.  R.  605,  on  question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  in  case 
of  fire. 

Distinguished  in  Finn  v.  Cassidy,  165  N.  Y.  584,  53  L.R.A.  877,  59  N.  E.  311, 
admitting  expert's  opinion  as  to  propriety  of  a  method  of  supporting  chimney 
along  which  trench  was  being  dug;  Sullivan  v.  Rome,  86  App.  Div.  107,  83  X. 
Y.  Supp.  564,  rejecting  expert  testimony  upon  question  whether  trench  should 
have  been  braced  or  sheathed. 
—  As  to  mental  capacity. 

Cited  in  Shapter  v.  Pillar.  28  Colo.  209,  63  Pac.  302,  excluding  opinion  testi- 
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mony  as  to  party's  capacity  for  managing  his  business  affairs;  Re  McCarthy, 
55  Hun,  7,  8  N.  Y,  bupp.  578,  holding  opinion  of  lay  subscribing  witness  as  to 
testator's  testamentary  capacity,  inadmissible. 
~As  to  intoxicated  condition. 

Cited  in  Folska  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  152  N.  Y.  339,  46  N.  E.  613; 
People  V.  Gaynor,  33  App.  Div.  98,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  86, — holding  that  witnesses 
may  testify  that  party  was  intoxicated. 
—  As  to  value  or  damages. 

Cited  in  Grave  v.  Paemberton,  3  Ind.  App.  71,  29  N.  E.  177,  admitting  opinion 
of  witness  as  to  value  of  services;  Wakeman  v.  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  101  N. 
Y.  205,  54  A.  R.  676,  4  N.  E.  264,  excluding  opinion  testimony  as  to  value  of 
sales  agency  contracts;  Van  Wagoner  v.  New  York  Cement  Co.  36  Hun,  552, 
holding  that  witness  may  not  testify  that  value  of  horse  would  be  affected  by 
its  having  run  away;  Schmidt  v.  New  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  2  App.  Div.  486,  37 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1100,  holding  that  witness  may  not  testify  that  elevated  railroad 
increased  value  of  adjoining  property;  Ranch  v.  New  York,  L.  &.  W.  R.  Co.  17 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  401,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  108,  holding  that  witness  may  not  express  opinion 
that  embankment  has  depreciated  neighboring  property;  Roberts  v.  New  York 
Elev.  R,  Co.  128  N.  Y.  455,  13  L.R.A.  499,  28  N.  E.  486,  excluding  expert's 
opinion  as  to  damage  sustained  by  abutting  landowner  from  erection  of  elevated 
railroad;  Kirkman  v.  Kirkman,  26  App.  Div.  395,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  683,  rejecting  ' 
expert  testimony  as  to  value  of  good  will  of  partnership;  Cabbie  v.  Cabbie, 
111  App.  Div.  426,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  773,  excluding  expert  testimony,  based  only 
on  hypothetical  questions,  as  to  value  of  stock  having  no  recognized  market 
value;  Chamberlain  v.  Dunlop,  5  Silv.  Sup.  Ct.  98,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  125,  28  N.  Y. 
8.  R.  375,  holding  that  experienced  miller  may  express  opinion  as  to  value  of 
mill  lease;  Roberts  v.  New  York,  128  N.  Y.  455,  13  L.R.A.  499,  28  N.  E.  486, 
holding  expert  testimoiyr  as  to  what  property  would  have  been  worth  had  elevated 
road  not  been  built,  incompetent;  Blum  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  1  Misc.  119,  48 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  680,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  722,  holding  expert  testimony  that  elevated  rail- 
roads lessen  rental  value  of  physically  affected  property,  inadmissible. 

Distinguished  in  Vroom  v.  Sage,  100  App.  Div.  285,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  456,  hold- 
ing that  circumstances  were  such  as  to  render  expert  testimony  as  to  value  of 
stock  privileges,  admissible. 
^As  to  cause  or  effect. 

Cited  in  Lipscomb  v.  State,  75  Miss.  559,  23  So.  210,  on  admissibility  of  dying 
declaration  that  doctor  had  poisoned  declarant  with  capsule;  National  Gaslight 
&  Fuel  Co.  V.  Miethke,  35  111.  App.  629,  excluding  opinion  of  expert  as  to  cause 
of  explosion;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Soszynski,  134  111.  App.  149,  holding  that 
physician  may  not  testify  that  certain  physical  conditions  resulted  from  a 
described  fall ;  Gates  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  44  Mo.  App.  488,  excluding  testimony 
of  expert  as  to  effect  which  certain  fire  would  have  on  particular  meadow;  Snow 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  151  N.  C.  217,  65  S.  E.  920,  holding 
experienced  engineer  as  to  cause  of  fire  incompetent;  Hoffman  v.  Delaware  &  H. 
Canal  Co.  16  App.  Div.  572,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  949,  holding  opinion  of  expert  as  to 
cause  of  derailment  of  train,  inadmissible;  Schutz  v.  Union  R.  Co.  181  N.  Y. 
33,  73  N.  E.  491,  holding  same;  Kummer  v.  Christopher  &  T.  Street  R.  Co.  46 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  386,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  holding  testimony  of  physician  that  certain 
injuries  tended  to  shorten  one's  leg,  inadmissible  to  prove  that  plaintiff's  leg 
was  shortened  by  injury. 
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Distinguished  in  Dwyer  v.  Buffalo  General  Electric  Co.  20  App.  Div.  124,  46 
N.  Y.  Supp.  874,  holding  that  witness  may  testily  that  "flash"  was  caused 
by  touching  wire  to  iron  brace  upon  telegraph  pole. 
Value  of  expert  testimony. 

Cited  in  Frankfort  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  12  Misc.  13,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  36,  holding 
that  expert  testimony  is  not  to  be  accredited  beyond  strict  sanction  of  the  law; 
Re  Vedder,  6  Dem.  92,  holding  that  medical  testimony,  when  evenly  balanced, 
has  no  decisive  weight. 

49  AM.  REP.  666,  PEOPLE  v.  MANN,  97  N.  Y.  630. 
Nature  of  office  of  Justice  of  peace. 

Cited  in  Saratoga  Springs  v.  Saratoga  Qas,  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  191  N.  Y. 
123,  18  L.R.A.(N.8.)   713,  83  N.  E.  693,  14  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  606;  Gertum  t. 
King  County,  12  N.  Y.  S.  R.  669, — ^to  point  that  functions  of  justices  of  peace  are 
administrative  rather  than  judicial. 
Construction  of  Judiciary  article  of  New  York  Constitution. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Lent  v.  Carr,  100  N.  Y.  236,  53  A.  R.  161,  3  N.  E.  82, 
holding  that  surrogate  is  not  "justice  or  judge"  within  meaning  of  age-limit  pro- 
vision of  constitution;  Re  Silkman,  88  App.  Div.  102,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  1025,  in 
construing  judiciary  article  of  constitution  of  New  York. 

49  AM.  REP.  561,  NOLAN  ▼.  KING,  97  N.  T.  565. 
Liability  for  injury  due  to  defects  in  highway. 

Cited  in  Sanford  v.  White,  80  C.  C.  A.  390,  150  Fed.  724  (affirming  opinion 
delivered  upon  rehearing  of  132  Fed.  531),  holding  one  placing,  under  authority 
from  city,  obstructions  in  street,  liable  for  damages  therefrom  only  if  negligent; 
Babbage  v.  Powers,  130  N.  Y.  281,  14  L.R.A.  398,  29  N.  E.  132,  holding  owner 
not  liable  to  one  injured  by  breaking  of  sidewalk-flagging  over  vault,  built  in 
front  of  his  property  With  consent  of  city  authorities;  Collidge  v.  New  York,  99 
App.  Div.  175,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078,  holding  that  temporary  bridge  constructed 
over  excavation  in  street  must  be  reasonably  safe ;  Keating  v.  Metropolitan  Street 
R.  Co.  105  App.  Div.  362,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  117,  to  point  that  temporary  covering 
need  not  equal  in  safety  the  sidewalk  removed;  Newport  News  &  O.  Pt.  R.  4; 
Electric  Co.  v.  Clark,  105  Va.  205,  115  A.  S.  R.  868,  6  L.RA.(N.S.)  905,  52  S.  E. 
1010,  holding  one  stretching  rope  across  sidewalk  to  warn  public  of  work  being 
done  thereon  by  him,  not  liable  to  child  injured  by  running  against  same. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  8  A.  S.  R.  851,  on  care  required  of  municipal  of- 
ficers as  to  safe  condition  of  streets  and  sidewalks. 

Cited  in  notes  in  76  A.  S.  R.  406,  on  employer's  liability  for  violation  of  gen- 
eral duty  to  public  or  to  third  persons  by  acts  of  independent  contractor;  14 
L.R.A.  398,  on  duties  of  one  maintaining  excavation  under  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Tompert  v.  Hastings  Pav.  Co.  35  App.  Div.  578,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  177,  holding  that  the  additional  danger  caused  by  repairing  of  street  must 
be  such  as  is  reasonably  necessary. 
What  constitutes  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  Le  Beau  v.  Telephone  A  Teleg.  Constr.  Co.  109  Mich.  302,  67  N.  W. 
339,  holding  that  traveller  upon  sidewalk  must  exercise  care  and  prudence  of  or- 
dinarily careful  and  prudent  man;  Shepard  v.  Bellew  &  M.  Co.  101  App.  Div. 
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257,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  999,  denying  recovery  to  one  for  damages  sustained  in  driving 
over  road  known  to  be  in  course  of  repairs. 
Effect  of  admlssioii  of  right  to  maintain  wire. 

Cited  in  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Coats,  100  111.  App.  519,  holding 
that  if  right  of  defendant  to  maintain  telephone  wire  somewhere  in  street  is  con- 
ceded, record  need  not  show  that  city  had  granted  it  a  franchise. 

40  AM.  REP.  567,  BEAVER  T.  BARE,  104  Pa.  58. 
Emancipation  of  children. 

Cited  in  Flynn  v.  Baisley,  35  Or.  268,  76  A.  8.  R.  495,  45  L.RA.  645,  57  Pao. 
908;  Beresford  v.  Susquehanna  Coal  Co.  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  243,  25  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  89,-^ 
to  point  that  son  may,  though  living  with  father,  be  emancipated;  Re  Dunavant, 
96  Fed.  542,  to  point  that  emancipation  may  be  implied  from  circumstances  and 
be  complete  though  child  continues  to  live  with  parents;  Merrill  v.  Hussey,  101 
Me.  439,  64  Atl.  819,  holding  that  insolvent  father  may  emancipate  child  and  re- 
linquish claim  on  his  wages;  Flynn  v.  Baisley,  35  Or.  268,  76  A.  S.  R.  495,  45 
L.RA.  645,  57  Pac.  908,  to  same  point;  Loyalsock  Twp.  v.  Eldred  Twp.  154  Pa. 
358,  26  Atl.  313,  holding  that  child  is  emancipated  upon  becoming  twenty-one, 
though  it  continues  to  live  with  parents;  Boyd's  Estate,  18  Phila.  112,  43  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  476,  on  right  of  parent  to  reassert  right  to  custody  of  emancipated 
child;  Hendershot  v.  West  End  Coal  Co,  10  Kulp,  574,  holding  that  though  son 
may  be  emancipated  while  living  with  father,  fact  of  emancipation  must  be 
proved;  Riley  v.  Riley,  38  W.  Va.  283,  18  S.  E.  569,  holding  that  question  whether 
circimistances  establish  an  emancipation  is  one  of  fact  for  jury. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  93  A.  D.  775,  on  emancipation  of  child  by  father  while 
still  living  under  same  roof. 

Who  entitled  to  wages  of  minors. 

Cited  in  Rounds  Bros.  v.  McDaniel,  133  Ky.  669,  134  A.  S.  R.  482,  118  S.  W. 
056,  19  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  326;  Merrill  v.  Hussey,  101  Me.  439,  64  Atl.  819,— 
holding  that  son  may  recover  wages  in  his  own  right  where  father  authorizes 
him  to  go  into  particular  service  and  keep  his  wages;  Miller  v.  Muck,  14  Lane. 
Jj.  Rev.  142,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  260,  holding  that  employer  may  not  set  off  against 
father's  claim  for  wages  due  child,  value  of  necessities  furnished  it  after  notice 
from  father  that  he  would  furnish  same;  Hickey  v.  Beatty,  14  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep. 
76,  to  point  that  where  father  permits  son  to  make  his  own  contract  for  services, 
presumption  is  that  son  is  allowed  to  receive  his  wages. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  6  A.  S.  R.  664,  on  father^s  right  to  child's  services. 

49  AM.  REP.  570,  GIIiBERT  v.  MOOSE,   104  PA.   74. 
I>octrine  of  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  Riner  v.  Riner,  166  Pa.  617,  45  A.  S.  R.  693,  31  Atl.  347,  holding  that 
representatives  of  insured  may  recover  from  beneficiary  without  insurable  interest 
proceeds  of  policy  less  assessments  paid;  Amick  v.  Butler,  111  Ind.  578,  60  A.  R. 
722,  12  N.  E.  518;  Nye  v.  Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  9  Ind.  App.  131,  36  N.  E. 
429,--to  game  point;  Exchange  Bank  v.  Loh,  104  Ga.  446,  44  L.R.A.  372,  31  S.  E. 
459,  holding  that  creditor  has  insurable  interest  in  debtor's  life  to  extent  of  in- 
debtedness and  cost  of  insurance;  Cisna  v.  Sheibley,  88  111.  App.  385,  holding 
insurance  contracts  amounting  merely  to  speculations  on  human  life,  void;  Mis- 
souri Valley  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCrum,  36  Kan.  146,  12  Pac.  517;  Metropolitan  L. 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XIX.— 51. 
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Ins.  Co.  V.  Elison,  72  Kan.  199,  116  A.  S.  R,  189,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  934,  83  Pac.  410, 
7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  909, — holding  both  assignee  and  beneficiary,  barred  where  as- 
signee is  without  insurable  interest;  Grant  v.  Cline,  115  Pa.  618,  9  Atl.  150,  17 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  411,  holding  circumstances  such  as  to  entitle  creditor  to  full 
proceeds  of  policy  taken  out  by  debtor  for  his  benefit;  United  Brethren  Mut.  Aid 
Soc.  V.  McDonald,  122  Pa.  324,  9  A.  S.  R.  Ill,  1  L.R.A.  238,  16  Atl.  439,  22  W.  N. 
C.  405,  46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  120,  holding  step-son,  without  insurable  interest  in  life 
of  step-father;  McDermott  v.  Prudential  Ins.  Co.  7  Kulp,  246,  holding  wagering 
contract  of  insurance,  void  though  valid  in  state  where  signed  and  made  pay- 
able. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.  D.  94,  on  necessity  of  insurable  interest  in  life  of  an- 
other; 58  A.  R.  857,  as  to  what  constitutes  insurable  interest  in  life  of  another; 
7  L.R.A..  219,  on  insurable  interest  in  life;  12  L.R.A.  410,  on  validity  of  wager 
life  insurance  policy;  13  L.R.A.  434,  on  validity  of  wager  policies;  25  L.R,A.  627, 
on  right  to  take  life  insurance  for  benefit  of  stranger. 

Distinguished  in  Corson  v.  Gamier,  17  Phila.  341,  42  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  27,  hold- 
ing beneficiary,  who  had  insurable  interest  when  policy  was  issued,  entitled  to  its 
proceeds  as  against  insured's  representatives. 

Doubted  in  Foster  v.  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  326  Fed.  636,  holding  that  in- 
surer may  not  set  up  want  of  insurable  interest  by  one  for  whose  benefit  insured 
procured  policy. 

Criticized  in  Bloomstein  v.  Bloomstein,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  187,  holding  repre- 
sentatives of  insured,  not  entitled  to  proceeds  of  policy  received  by  beneficiary 
having  no  insurable  interest. 
—  As  applied  to  assignments  of  policies. 

Cited  in  Huesner  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  47  Mo.  App.  336;  Price  v.  Supreme 
Ijodge  K,  H.  68  Tex.  361,  4  S.  W.  633, — ^hoIding  assignment  of  policy  to  one  with- 
out insurable  interest,  invalid;  Hinton  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  135 
N.  C.  314,  102  A.  S.  R.  545,  65  L.R.A.  161,  47  S.  E.  474,  holding  that  holder 
of  purchase-money  mortgage  is  without  such  insurable  interest  in  life  of  mort- 
gagor's wife  as  will  sustain  assignment  to  him  of  policy  payable  to  her  estate; 
Ruth  V.  Kattermann,  112  Pa.  251,  3  Atl.  833, 17  W.  N.  C.  317,  43  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
270,  holding  that  representatives  of  insured  may  recover  from  assignee  without 
insurable  interest  proceeds  of  policy  less  assessments  paid;  Vanormer  v.  Hom- 
berger,  142  Pa.  576,  21  Atl.  887,  holding  policy  taken  out  nominally  for  benefit  of 
insured's  husband,  but  assigned  by  him  to  one  without  insurable  interest,  void; 
Light  V.  Lauser,  174  Pa.  608,  34  Atl.  350,  38  W.  N.  C.  310,  to  point  that  assign- 
ment to  one  without  insurable  interest  is  void,  but  he  may  recover  assessments 
paid;  Meily  v.  Hershberger,  16  W.  N.  C.  186,  holding  insured's  representatives, 
entitled  to  proceeds  of  policy  as  against  assignee  of  beneficiary  without  insur- 
able interest. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  675,  on  assignability  of  life  insurance  pol- 
icy to  one  having  no  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  notes  in  57  A.  D.  103,  on  assignability  of  policy  to  one  having  no  in- 
terest in  life  of  assured;  87  A.  S.  R.  508,  on  assignment  of  life  insurance  policy 
to  one  without  insurable  interest;  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  940,  on  validity  of  assign- 
ments of  interest  in  life  insurance  policy  to  one  paying  premiums  where  assign- 
ment is  first  contemplated  after  one  or  more  premiums  have  been  paid;  3  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  952,  on  validity  of  assignment  of  interest  in  life  insurance  policy  by  one 
having  no  insurable  interest;  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)    129,  on  validity  of  assignment  of 
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life  insurance  policy  to  one  having  no  insurable  interest  where  the  assignment 
is  not  made  by  way  of  cover  for  wager  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Scott  v.  Dickson,  108  Pa.  6,  56  A.  R.  192,  16  W.  N.  C.  181, 
holding  that  surety  to  whom  principal  assigned  policy  upon  his  life  may  recover 
proceeds  thereof  though  bond  was  never  broken;  Ulrich  v.  Reinoehl,  143  Pa.  238, 
24  A.  S.  R.  634,  13  L.R.A.  433,  22  Atl.  862,  28  W.  N.  C.  419,  48  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
426,  holding  that  creditor  may  be  assignee  of  policy  on  debtor's  life  to  amount 
of  debt  and  cost  of  insurance,  and  retain  full  proceeds  of  policy  regardless  of 
time  of  death;  Carpenter  v.  United  States  Ins.  Co.  161  Pa.  9,  41  A.  S.  R.  880, 
23  LJI.A.  571,  28  Atl.  943,  34  W.  N.  C.  195,  holding  that  one  assuming,  though 
without  any  legal  obligation,  parental  relations  may  procure  policy  on  his  life 
and  assign  it  to  child;  Wheeland  v.  Atwood,  192  Pa.  237,  73  A.  S.  R.  803,  43 
Atl.  946  (reversing  42  W.  N.  C.  178,  7  Pa.  Super.  Ot.  86),  holding  that  creditor 
to  whom  policy  is  assigned  may  retain  from  proceeds  amount  sufficient  to  pay 
debt  and  cost  of  insurance  as  measured  by  expectancy  of  life;  McDonald  v.  Gib- 
bons, 14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  668,  holding  that  stranger  taking  out  policy  without  in-  • 
sured's  knowledge  cannot  recover  premiums  paid  from  assignee  in  void  assign- 
ment, though  latter  received  proceeds  of  policy. 

Denied  in  Gordon  v.  Ware  Nat.  Bank,  67  L.R.A.  550,  65  C.  C.  A.  580,  132  Fed. 
444;  Crosswell  v.  Connecticut  Indemnity  Asso.  51  S.  C.  103,  28  S.  E.  200, — 
holding  bona  fide  assignment  of  originally  valid  policy  to  one  without  insurable 
interest,  valid. 

49  AM.  REP.  575,  SANKEY  v.  McELEVEY,  104  PA.  265. 
Running  of  limitations  in  cases  of  fraud  or  concealment. 

Cited  in  Despeaux  ▼.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  87  Fed.  704,  holding  that  mere  si- 
lence will  not  prevent  running  of  limitations  against  actions  based  upon  implied 
undertakings;  Miller  v.  Powers,  119  Ind.  79,  4  L.R.A.  483,  21  N.  E.  456,  holding 
that  mere  silence  is  not  such  concealment  as  will  prevent  running  of  statute; 
Scranton  Gas  &  Water  Co.  v.  Lackawanna  Iron  &  Coal  Co.  167  Pa.  136,  31  Atl. 
484,  36  W.  N.  C.  185;  Frost  v.  Bush,  195  Pa.  544,  46  Atl.  80,— to  point  that  mere 
silence  or  concealment  will  not  prevent  running  of  statute;  Smith  v.  Blachley, 
198  Pa.  17S,  53  L.R.A.  849,  47  Atl.  985,  holding  that  statute  runs  from  date  of 
obtension  of  money  by  fraud  unless  wrongdoer  actively  prevents  investigation; 
Stewart  v.  McBurney,  1  Sadler  (Pa.)  234,  1  Atl.  639,  16  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  207, 
holding  that  breach  of  contract  to  convey  land  is  not  such  fraud  as  will  prevent 
running  of  statute. 

Cited  in  notes  in  25  L.R.A.  567,  on  how  far  statutes  of  limitation  will  be  re- 
garded as  having  abrogated  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong; 
21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  950,  on  failure  to  notify  other  party  of  mistake  made  by  him  as 
fraud  which  will  toll  limitations;  21  L.R.A. (N.S.)  964,  on  effect  of  failiire  to 
give  notice,  between  parties  sustaining  fiduciary  relations,  to  toll  limitations; 
16  E.  R.  C.  375,  on  fraudulent  concealment  as  suspending  statute  of  limitations. 

49   AM.    REP.    580,    PITTSBURGH    SOUTHERN   R.    CO.   T.   TAYLOR, 

104  PA.  806. 
IRThat  constitutes  contribatory  negligence. 

Cited  in  Clarke  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  132  Ind.  199,  17  L.R.A.  811,  31  N.  E.  808, 
holding  contributory  negligence  not  predicable  of  act  done  under  impulse  of  sud- 
den danger. 
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Cited  in  not©  in  11  L.R.A.  34,  on  contributory  negligence  as  bar  to  recovery  for 
collision  on  highway. 

—  Of  one  using  dangerons  highway. 

Cited  in  Crescent  Twp.  v.  Anderson,  114  Pa.  643,  60  A.  R.  367,  8  Atl.  379,  19 
W.  N.  C.  228,  44  PhUa.  Leg.  Int.  254;  Hill  v.  Tionesta  Twp.  146  Pa.  11,  23  AtU 
204,  29  W.  N.  C.  390,  9  Lane.  L.  Rev.  112,  22  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  249;  Winner  T. 
Oakland  l>p.  168  Pa.  406,  27  Atl.  1110,  33  W.  N.  C.  298,  24  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
160;  Walters  v.  Wayne  Twp.  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  613, — denying  recovery  to  person  in- 
jured in  driving  over  road  known  to  be  dangerous;  Sandwich  v.  Dolan,  133  Ill» 
177,  23  A.  S.  R.  598,  24  N.  E.  526,  holding  it,  a  question  of  fact  whether  one,  in 
selecting  route  known  to  be  dangerous,  is  in  exercise  of  due  care ;  Delaware,  L.  & 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Cadow,  120  Pa.  569,  6  A.  S.  R.  730,  14  Atl.  460,  21  W.  N.  C.  618^ 
46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  340,  denying  recovery  to  cripple  leaving  safe  path  and  injured 
in  crossing  railroad  tracks  by  unknown  path  in  nighttime;  Haven  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  A.  Bridge  Co.  151  Pa.  620,  25  Atl.  311,  31  W.  N.  C.  191,  23  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
207,  holding  it,  contributory  negligence  for  one,  having  choice  of  ways,  to  proceed 
along  dangerous  one;  Boyle  v.  Mahanoy  City,  187  Pa.  1,  40  Atl.  1093,  42  W.  N. 
C.  423,  denying  recovery  to  one  who  knowingly  walked  over  ridge  of  ice  on  side- 
walk and  fell;  Murphy  v.  Girardville,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  153,  denying  recovery  to 
woman  choosing  sidewalk  known  to  be  dangerous  and  injured  thereon;  Boyle  v. 
Mahanoy,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  195,  denying  recovery  to  one  injured  while  unnecessarily 
using  icy  cross-walk;  Lohman  v.  McManus,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  497,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  223,. 
holding  that  party  is  negligent  if,  with  knowledge  that  road  is  dangerous,  he  per- 
mits driver  to  take  him  over  it;  Devlin  v.  Beacon  Light  Co.  44  W.  N.  C.  340; 
Kunkle  v.  Lancaster,  24  Lane.  L.  Rev.  93, — ^to  point  that  it  is  negligence  to  brave 
known  danger  on  highway;  Shaw  v.  Conshohocken,  20  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  174^ 
to  same  effect. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  50  A.  R.  46,  on  liability  of  city  for  injury  from  icy 
sidewalk. 

Cited  in  note  in  131  A.  S.  R.  534,  on  purposes  for  which  highways  may  not  be 
used. 

Distinguished  in  Carr  v.  Eaaton,  142  Pa.  139,  21  Atl.  822,  28  W.  N.  C.  77,  48 
Phila.  Leg.  Int.  346,  holding  traveller,  not  appreciating  dangers  of  highway,  not 
necessarily  negligent  in  using  it. 
Proximate  and  remote  cause  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  24  Ind.  App.  374,  56  N.  E. 
917 ;  Ewing  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  147  Pa.  40,  30  A.  S.  R.  709,  14 
L.R.A.  666,  23,  Atl.  340,  29  W.  N.  C.  248;  Chittick  v.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit 
Co.  224  Pa.  13,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1073,  73  Atl.  4;  Butterman  v.  McClintic-Marshal 
Constr.  Co.  206  Pa.  82,  55  Atl.  839, — to  point  that  result  must  occur  in  natural  and 
probable  course  of  events ;  Mankey  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  14  S.  D.  468,  85 
X.  W.  1013,  holding  that  railroad,  failing  to  give  statutory  signals,  is  only  liable 
for  accidents  resulting  from  such  failure;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Webb,  116  Ga,  152, 
59  L.R.A.  109,  42  S.  E.  395,  to  point  that  wrongdoer  is  liable  for  such  conse- 
quences of  his  act  as  he  ought  to  have  foreseen;  Lawrence  v.  Heidbreder  Ice  Co. 
119  Mo.  App.  316,  93  S.  W.  897,  holding  that  master,  requiring  servant  to  use  de- 
fective machine,  must  know  that  it  is  likely  to  injure  him;  Ramsbottom  v.  At- 
lantic Coast  Line  R.  Co.  138  N.  C.  38,  50  S.  E.  448,  to  point  that  cause  is  proxi- 
mate, where  man  of  ordinary  prudence  could  have  foreseen  that  the  result  warn 
probable;  Bowers  v.  East  Tennessee  &  W.  N.  C.  R.  Co.  144  N.  C.  684,  12  L.R,A. 
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(N.S.)  446,  67  S.  E.  453,  holding  railroad  permitting  storing  of  lumber  near  its 
right  of  waj,  not  liable  for  burning  of  building  by  fire  spreading  through  such 
lumber  from  remote  property;  Behling  v.  Southwest  Pennsylvania  Pipe  Lines, 
160  Pa.  359,  40  A.  S.  R.  724,  28  Atl.  777 ;  Mack  ▼.  Lombard  &  S.  Streets  Pass. 
R.  Co.  20  Phila.  207,  47  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  26,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  306,— holding  that  ques- 
tion of  proximate  cause  is  for  court  where  facts  are  undisputed;  Riale  v.  Old 
Guard  Mut.  Fire  &  Storm  Ins.  Co.  14  Pa.  Dist.  R  639,  10  North.  Co.  Rep.  9,  22 
Lane.  L.  Rev.  98,  holding  same;  Haverly  ▼.  State  Line  &  S.  R.  Co.  135  Pa.  50, 
20  A.  S.  R.  848,  19  Atl.  1013,  21  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  130,  47  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  336, 
26  W.  N.  C.  321,  submitting  question  of  proximate  cause  to  jury,  where  heavy 
wind  arose,  fanned  up  smouldering  fire  and  carried  it  to  adjoining  property; 
Vallo  V.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  147  Pa.  404,  30  A.  S.  R.  741,  14  L.R.A.  743,  23 
Atl.  594,  29  W.  N.  C.  423,  holding  that  throwing  of  trunk  is  cause  of  accident 
where  person,  suddenly  frightened  thereby,  falls  over  another  trunk  lying  on  side- 
walk ;  Belles  V.  Jackson,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  194,  holding  that  general  rule  as  to  proxi- 
mate cause  applies  in  actions  for  injuries  to  children  employed  in  violation  of 
factory  act;  Boatwright  v.  Chester  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  40  W.  N.  C.  330,  4  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  284,  denying  recovery  to  one  injured  by  his  horse  taking  fright  at 
noises  made  by  passengers  on  defendant's  cars. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  90  A.  D.  59,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  for  in- 
juries due  to  defective  or  obstructed  crossing. 
liiabllity  for  accidents  due  to  horses  taking  fright. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Vanzant,  158  Ala.  527,  48  So.  389,  holding 
that  court  cannot  judicially  know  that  hand  car  was  object  calculated  to  frighten 
horses;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Stanger,  7  Ind.  App.  179,  32  N.  E.  209, 
sustaining  verdict  for  one  whose  horse  was  frightened  by  unnecessary  and  negli- 
gent blowing  of  locomotive  whistle ;  Keeley  Brewing  Co.  v.  Parnin,  13  Ind.  App. 
588,  41  N.  E.  471,  holding  that  complaint  must  aver  that  acts  complained  of  as 
frightening  plaintiff's  horse  would  frighten  horse  of  ordinary  gentleness;  Hazel 
▼.  People's  Pass  R.  Co.  132  Pa.  96,  18  Atl.  1116,  47  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  119;  Yingst 
v.  Lebanon  &  A.  Street  R.  Co.  167  Pa.  438,  31  Atl.  687,  36  W.  N.  C.  320,— holding 
railway  not  liable  merely  because  plaintiff's  horse  takes  fright  at  sight  of  its  car ; 
McKinney  v.  United  Traction  Co.  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  362,  holding  that  one  injured 
by  his  horse  taken  fright  at  car  must,  to  recover,  establish  railway's  negligence 
by  affirmative  testimony;  Schillinger  v.  Verona,  85  Wis.  589,  55  N.  W.  1040,  to 
point  that  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness  may  become  frightened  at  object  not 
constituting  an  insufficiency  in  highway  naturally  calculated  to  frighten  such 
horses. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  90  A.  D.  58,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  to  one 
injured  in  highway  by  negligent  operation  of  its  line. 

Distinguished  in  Amer  v.  Conestoga  Traction  Co.  24  Lane  L.  Rev.  105,  sus* 
taining  verdict  for  one  injured  by  his  horse  taking  fright  at,  and  being  struck  by, 
car  running  at  excessive  speed. 
«— Effect  of  skittish  nature  of  horse. 

Cited  in  Piollet  v.  Sinmiers,  106  Pa.  95,  51  A.  R.  496,  holding  that  defendant 
may  show  that  horses  which  were  frightened  were  skittish;  Geiger  v.  Perkiomen 
A  R.  Turnp.  Road,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  Ill,  28  L.R.A.  458,  to  point  that  mere  eccen- 
tricities of  horses  ought  not  to  regulate  rights  of  public  in  highways. 
Precautions  taken  after  accident  as  evidence  of  prior  negligence. 

Distinguished  m  Baran  v.  Reading  Iron  Co.  202  Pa.  274,  51  Atl.  979,  holding 
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evidence  of  precautions  taken  after  accident,  inadmissible  to  prove  prior  negli- 
gence. 

When  Interest  may  be  recovered  as  damages. 

Cited  in  Plymouth  Twp.  v.  Graver,  125  Pa.  24,  11  A.  S.  R.  867,  17  Atl.  249, 
24  W.  N.  C.  220,  46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  336,  20  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  42,  holding  that, 
though  interest  may  not  be  had  in  action  for  injury  to  horse,  jury  may  consider 
time  that  has  elapsed  'since  injury;  Richards  v.  Citizens'  Natural  Gas  Co.  130 
Pa.  37,  18  Atl.  500,  25  W.  N.  C.  61,  20  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  193,  47  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
133,  holding  interest  as  such,  not  recoverable  in  actions  of  tort;  Klages  v.  Phila- 
delphia &  R.  Terminal  Co.  160  Pa.  386,  28  Atl.  862,  34  W.  N.  C.  171,  24  Pittsb. 
L.  J.  N.  S.  389,  holding  interest  as  such,  not  allowed  on  damages  in  condemnation 
proceedings;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Northington,  91  Tenn.  35,  14  L.R.A.  548, 
17  S.  W.  882,  holding  that  interest  cannot  be  included  in  recovery  of  damages 
for  personal  injuries. 

Cited  in  notes  in  18  L.R.A.  449,  on  interest  on  sum  allowed  as  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries;  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  41,  69,  73,  on  interest  on  unliquidated  damages. 
When  question  of  exemplary  damages  may  be  submitted  to  jury. 

Cited  in  Eisenhart  v.  Ordean,  3  Colo.  App.  162,  32  Pac.  495;  Philadelphia  Trac- 
tion Co.  v.  Orbann,  119  Pa.  37,  12  Atl.  816,  21  W.  N.  C.  76,  45  Phila.  Leg.  Int. 
J 55, — holding  it,  error  to  leave  question  of  exemplary  damages  to  jury  where  evi- 
dence warrants  no  such  damages. 

49  AM.  REP.  586,  BRUCE  v.  REED,  104  PA.  408. 

Responsibility  of  newspaper  proprietors  and  editors  for  libelous  articles. 

Cited  in  Graybill  v.  De  Young,  140  Cal.  323,  73  Pac.  1067,  to  point  that  puni- 
tive damages  may  be  had  against  newspaper  proprietor  ignorant  of  libelous  pub- 
lication; Com.  V.  Root,  15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  441,  holding  that  all  persons  connected 
with  libelous  publication  as  owners  or  managers  are  liable  therefor. 

Cited  in  notes  in  15  A.  S.  R.  335,  on  liability  of  proprietor  of  newspaper  for 
libel;  15  A.  S.  R.  341,  on  elements  increasing  or  mitigating  damages  for  news- 
paper libel;  101  A.  S.  R.  753,  on  liability  of  publisher  in  exemplary  damages  for 
libelous  publication  inserted  by  employee;  26  L.R.A.  779,  on  liability  of  news- 
paper proprietor  for  libel  published  without  his  consent. 

Distinguished  in  Folwell  v.  Miller,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  332,  75  C.  C.  A.  489,  145 
Fed.  495,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  455,  holding  newspaper  editor,  not  liable  for  arti- 
cle published  during  his  absence;  Com.  v.  Rovnianek,  12  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  86,  hold- 
ing presumption  that  proprietor  is  liable  for  publication  in  his  paper  of  criminal 
libel,  rebuttable  by  proof  of  his  absence  and  that  he  had  given  instructions  to 
publish  nothing  of  prosecutor. 

40  AM.  REP.   500,  EDMUNDSON  v.  WRAGG,   104  PA.   500. 
Computation  of  time. 

Cited  in  Scheibner  v.  Baer,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  633;  Killan  v.  Rishell,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
374, — ^holding  that  first  day  is  to  be  excluded  in  computing  time;  Shultz  ▼.  Cohn, 
22  Lane.  L.  Rev.  303,  15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  52,  excluding  day  on  which  summons  was 
issued  in  computing  interval  allowed  for  the  return. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  A.  R.  414,  on  computation  of  time  prescribed  in  statutory 
enactments ;  49  L.R.A.  202,  on  construction  of  term  "within"  a  designated  period 
in  computation  of  time;  49  L.R.A.  214,  on  rule  as  .to  first  and  last  days  in  com- 
putation of  time  as  to  statute  of  limitations  in  civil  actions. 
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Distinguiflhed  in  Sock's  Estate,  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  281,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  101,  hold- 
ing that  August  tenth  is  not  full  calendar  month  from  July  eleventh. 

—  Wbere  "last  day"  falls  on  Sunday. 

Cited  in  Owen  v.  Howard  Ins.  Co.  87  Ky.  571,  10  S.  W.  119,  sustaining  action 
brought  on  insurance  policy  on  Monday  where  time-limit  expired  on  Sunday; 
Johnston  v.  New  Omaha  Thomson-Houston  Electric  Light  Co.  86  Neb.  165,  125 
N.  W«  153,  20  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  1314,  sustaining  filing  of  transcript  on  Monday 
where  time-limit  expired  on  Sunda^f;  Lutz's  Appeal,  124  Pa.  273,  16  Atl.  858, 
23  W.  N.  C.  517,  46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  335,  holding  that  scire  facias  may  be  sued 
out  on  Monday  when  judgment  expires  on  Sunday. 

Cited  in  notes  in  78  A.  S.  R.  377,  on  exclusion  of  Sunday  in  computation  of 
time;  14  L.R.A.  122,  on  extension  of  statutory  time  where  last  day  falls  on  Sun- 
day; 49  L.R.A.  204,  on  rule  as  to  first  and  last  days  in  computation  of  time  when 
Sunday  or  a  holiday  is  the  first  or  last  day. 

49  AM.  REP.  502,  McQVE£N*S  APPEAL,   104  PA.  506. 
Liability  of  creditor  for  loss  of  collateral  security. 

Cited  in  Hawley  Bros.  Hardware  Co.  v.  Brownstone,  123  Cal.  643,  56  Pac.  468, 
holding  that  pledgor  may  counterclaim  value  of  securities  against  which  pledgee 
has  negligently  permitted  limitations  to  run;  Scott  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,-  5  Ind. 
Terr.  292,  68  L.R.A.  488,  82  S.  W.  761,  holding  creditor,  permitting  securities  to 
be  entirely  lost,  liable  therefor  to  debtor;  Warburton  v.  Trust  Co.  169  Fed.  974, 
to  same  point;  Dean  v.  Church,  3  Laclc.  Leg.  News,  234,  to  same  point;  Farm 
Invest.  Co.  v.  Wyoming  College  &  Normal  School,  10  Wyo.  240,  68  Pac.  561,  hold- 
ing that  creditor  receiving  third  person's  notes  as  security  must  exercise  ordinary 
diligence  to  preserve  their  value. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  35  A.  S.  R.  317,  on  diligence  in  collecting  collateral 
security. 

Cited  in  notes  in  79  A.  D.  503,  on  pledgee's  remedy  upon  pledge  of  commercial 
paper;  32  A.  S.  R.  719,  on  duties  of  holder  of  collateral  security. 

'When  party  may  shift  his  ground  in  legal  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Crook,  136  Ala.  354,  96  A.  S.  R.  26,  34  So.  906,  holding  that 
party,  having  appeal  dismissed  because  decree  was  not  final,  may  not  afterwards 
assert  that  it  was  final;  Lackmann  v.  Kearney,  142  Cal.  112,  75  Pac.  668,  sus- 
taining assertion  of  claim  inconsistent  with  one  previously  asserted  unsuccess- 
fully ;  Fisher  v.  Denver  Nat.  Bank,  22  Colo.  373,  45  Pac.  440,  to  point  that  party 
may  not  shift  his  ground  in  subsequent  suit  to  injury  of  his  opponent;  United 
Oil  &  Gas  Co.  V.  Alberson,  43  Ind.  App.  626,  88  N.  E.  359,  holding  that  party 
cannot  procure  judgment  against  one  party  and  then  procure  one  for  same  matter 
against  another,  upon  inconsistent  state  of  facts;  Shebel  v.  Patterson,  5  Kulp, 
153,  holding  that  party  may  not,  after  choosing  appropriate  legal  remedy,  report 
to  another  and  inconsistent  one. 

Distinguished  in  Bolton  Mines  Co.  v.  Stokes,  82  Md.  50,  31  L.RJL.  789,  33  Atl. 
491,  holding  that  one  may  claim  purchase  price  of  goods  sold,  after  discontinuing 
before  judgment  suit  in  replevin. 

49  AM.  REP.  506,  KING  v.  YOUNG,  76  ME.  76. 
Ownership  of  flats. 

Cited  in  Fowler  ▼.  Wood,  73  Kan.  511,  117  A.  S.  R.  534,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162, 
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85  Pac.  763,  to  point  that  owner  of  shore  owns  mussel-bed  forming  at  distance 
therefrom;  Marshall  v.  Walker,  93  Me.  632,  46  Atl.  497;  Whitmore  v.  Brown,  102 
Me.  47,  120  A.  S.  R.  464,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  454,  66  Atl.  616,— to  point  that  party's 
ownership  of  flats  is  subject  to  the  jus  publicum,  as  complete  as  his  ownership 
of  upland;  Babson  v.  Tainter,  79  Me.  368,  10  Atl.  63,  holding  that  flats  forming 
between  mainland  and  nearby  island  are  owned  by  owner  of  mainland;  Chase  v. 
Cochran,  102  Me.  431,  67  Atl.  320,  holding  that  owner  of  flats  has  in  them  estate 
in  fee  and  may  maintain  trespass  q.  c  f.  for  injury  to  his  possession. 
Cited  in  note  in  19  A.  S.  R.  234,  on  rights  of  littoral  proprietors  to  flats. 

—  Of  shore. 

Cited  in  Snow  v.  Mt.  Desert  I.  Real  Estate  Co.  84  Me.  14,  80  A.  S.  R.  331,  17 
L.R.A.  280,  24  Atl.  429,  holding  that  terms  of  deed  were  suoh  that  title  to  low- 
water  mark  passed  by  conveyance  of  land  lying  on  se^ghore. 

Cited  in  notes  in  42  L.R.A.  613,  on  effect  of  bounding  grant  on  tidal  waters; 
46  L.R.A.  242,  on  conflicting  rights  of  owner  and  public  as  to  land  between  high 
and  low  water  mark;  68  L.R.A.  198,  on  what  constitutes  accretion  to  shore  lands; 
23  £.  R.  C.  185,  on  riparian  rights,  titles,  and  boundaries. 
What  are  islands. 

Cited  in  Babson  v.  Tainter,  79  Me.  368,  10  Atl.  63,  holding  two  acre  parcel  of 
land,  consisting  mostly  of  rocks  and  ledges  and  unfit  for  habitation  of  man,  an 
island. 

Cited  in  note  in  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  194,  on  right  to  island  attached  to  shore  by 
accretion. 

49  AM.  REP.  598,  SMITH  T.  JONES,  76  BfE.  188. 
Privilege  from  arrest. 

Cited  in  Winchester  v.  Everett,  80  Me.  635,  6  A.  S.  R.  228,  1  L.RJL  426,  15 
Atl.  696,  holding  violation  of  personal  privilege,  no  ground  for  action  for  false 
imprisonment;  Brower  v.  Tatro,  116  Mich.  368,  73  N.  W.  421,  to  point  that  party 
waives  his  privilege  from  arrest  by  failing  to  claim  it  promptly;  State  v.  Buck, 
62  N.  H.  670,  holding  one  procuring  arrest  of  witness,  guilty  of  contempt;  Kreiser 
v.  Scofield,  10  Misc.  360,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  23,  24  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  170,  holding 
common- law  action  for  false  imprisonment,  not  maintainable  for  arrest  of  privi- 
leged person  ;Higgins  v.  Dewey,  27  Abb.  N.  C.  81,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  894,  to  same 
point;  State  ex  rel.  Isenring  v.  Polacheck,  101  Wis.  427,  77  N.  W.  708,  holding 
that  arrest  of  legislator  while  constitutionally  exempt  is  not  a  nullity. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  77  A.  D.  404,  405,  on  privilege  of  witness  from  ar- 
rest; 6  A.  S.  R.  233,  on  liability  for  arrest  on  civil  process  of  witness  privileged 
from  arrest. 

Cited  in  note  in  86  A.  8.  R.  406,  on  what  is  abuse  of  criminal  process. 

—  Right  to  serve  with  process  one  coining  into  state  as  a  witness. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  59  A.  R.  844,  on  privilege  of  party  from  suit  while 
returning  from  trial;  26  A.  S.  R.  684,  on  witness's  exemption  from  service  of  pro- 


Cited  in  notes  in  26  L.R.A.  731,  732,  on  privilege  of  nonresident  witnesses  from 
suit;  26  L.R.A.  722,  723,  on  nature  of  privilege  of  nonresident  witness  from  suit; 
25  L.R.A.  727,  on  extent  and  limit  of  privilege  of  nonresident  witness  from  suit; 
25  LJI.A.  722,  on  reason  of  privilege  of  nonresident  witness  from  suit;  26  L.R.A. 
734,  736,  on  enforcement  of  privil^e  of  nonresident  witnesses  from  suit;  26 
VR.A.  735,  on  waiver  of  privilege  of  nonresident  witnesses  from  suit. 
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Distinguished  in  Wilson  v.  Donaldson,  117  Ind.  356,  10  A.  S.  R.  48,  3  L.R.A. 
266,  20  N.  E.  250,  holding  that  plaintiff  may  not  serve  with  summons  one  coming 
into  state  as  witness. 

49  AM.  REP.  601,  STROUT  T.  PACKARD,  76  ME.  148. 
When  declarations  of  one  person  are  CYidenoe  against  another. 

Cited  in  Ford  v.  State,  112  Ind.  373,  14  N.  E.  241,  holding  declarations  of  one 
defendant,  not  evidence  against  others  where  gravamen  of  offense  is  not  con- 
spiracy. 

Civil  conspiracy. 

Cited  in  Severinghaus  v.  Beckman,  9  Ind.  App.  388,  36  N.  E.  930,  holding  that 
law  of  slander,  and  notlaw  of  conspiracy,  governs  complaint  charging  conspiracy 
to  slander. 

49  AM.  REP.  606,  SANDERS  ▼.  GETOHEIili,  76  ME.   158. 
What  constitutes  one's  domlcil  or  residence. 

Cited  in  Brittenham  v,  Robinson,  18  Ind.  App.  602,  48  N.  E.  616,  holding  that 
person  may  acquire  domicil  at  place  in  which  he  has  no  intention  of  remaining 
permanently. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  48  A.  8.  R.  717,  on  reidence  of  students  and  others. 
—  For  voting  purposes. 

Cited  in  Cory  v.  Spencer,  67  Kan.  648,  63  L.R.A.  275,  73  Pac.  920,  holding 
that  inmates  of  soldiers*  home  may  acquire  residence  for  voting  purposes;  Berry 
V.  Wilcox,  44  Neb.  82,  48  A.  S.  R.  706,  62  N.  W.  249,  holding  students  regarding 
seat  of  university  as  their  home,  entitled  to  vote  there;  Pedigo  v.  Grimes,  113 
Ind.  148,  13  N.  E.  700,  holding  same;  Re  Erie,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  14,  21  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  473,  holding  circumstances  not  such  as  to  entitle  inmates  of  soldiers'  home 
to  vote  in  district  in  which*  home  was  located. 

Cited  in  note  in  23  L.R.A.  216,  on  acquiring  residence  as  voters  while  students. 
What  refusal  to  permit  elector  to  vote  Is  unreas6nable. 

Cited  in  Pierce  v.  Gretchell,  76  Me.  216,  holding  that  refusal  of  election  offi- 
cials to  permit  person  to  vote  because  another  fraudulently  voted  on  his  name  is 
"unreasonable." 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  L.R. A.  ( N.S. )  503,  on  personal  liability  of  election  officer 
for  rejecting  ballots;  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1108,  on  right  to  damages  for  being  pre- 
vented from  voting. 

49  AM.  REP.  609,  STEVENS  v.  KING,   76  ME.   197. 
Extent  of  conveyances  bounded  by  bodies  of  water. 

Cited  in  Boardman  v.  Scott,  102  Ga.  404,  61  L.R.A.  178,  30  S.  E.  982,  holding 
that  conveyance  bounded  by  artificial  pond  of  long-standing  extends  only  to  low- 
water  mark;  Snow  v.  Mt.  Desert  I.  Real  Estate  Co.  84  Me.  14,  30  A.  S.  R,  331, 
17  L.R.A.  280,  24  Atl.  429,  holding  circumstances  and  terms  of  deed  such  as  to 
extend  conveyance  of  land  lying  on  seashore  to  low-water  mark. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  30  A.  S.  R.  677,  on  waters  and  water  courses. 

Cited  in  notes  in  19  A.  S.  R.  231,  on  rights  of  landowoners  in  navigable  waters 
fronting  their  lands  and  in  the  lands  thereunder;  27  A.  S.*  R.  60,  62,  on  lines 
running  along  shore  as  boundary;  51  LJI.A.  179,  on  boundary  on  pond. 
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40  AM.  REP.  611,  CROCKER  v.  McGREGOR,   76  3£E.  282. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  of  oilier  similar  oocurrences. 

Cited  in  Colorado  Mortg.  &  Invest.  Co.  v.  Rees,  21  Colo.  436,  42  Pac.  42,  hold 
ing,  in  action  by  one  falling  down  alleged  open  elevator  shaft,  evidence  that  door 
Avas  open  on  previous  occasions,  admissible  to  prove  its  defective  condition  and 
defendant's  knowledge  thereof;  Thatcher  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  85  Me.  502,  27  Atl. 
519,  holding  evidence  that  other  of  defendant's  locomotives  caused  other  fires, 
admissible  on  question  whether  particular  fire  was  caused  by  locomotive;  Shea 
V.  Glendale  Elastic  Fabrics  Co.  162  Mass.  463,  38  N.  £.  1123,  holding  evidence 
that  other  employees  were  affected  similarly  to  plaintiff,  admissible  on  ques- 
tion whether  his  illness  resulted  from  working  in  mill;  McCarragher  v.  Rogers, 
120  N.  Y.  526,  24  N.  E.  812,  holding  evidence  of  another  similar  accident  previ- 
ously occurring,  admissible  on  question  of  machine^  condition. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  5  A.  S.  R.  117,  on  evidence  of  similar  accidents  fron> 
same  defect  in  highway. 

Cited  in  notes  in  57  A.  R.  812,  on  admissibility  in  action  for  injuries,  of  evi- 
dence that  others  safely  passed  danger;  11  E.  R.  C.  240,  243,  245,  on  admissibility 
of  facts  collateral  to  the  issue. 

Distinguished  in  Calcaterra  v.   lovaldi,   123  Mo.  App.   347,   100   S.  W.   675^ 
rejecting,  in  action  for  injury  from  barrel  falling  from  window,  evidence  that 
other  barrels  had  previously  fallen  therefrom. 
—  To  prove  tendency  of  particular  object  to  fringten  gentle  horses. 

Cited  in  Heinmiller  v.  Winston  Bros.  131  Iowa,  32,  117  A.  S.  R.  405,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  150,  107  N.  W.  1102;  Bemis  v.  Temple,  162  Mass.  342,  26  L.R.A.  254^ 
38  N.  E.  970;  Nye  v.  Dibley,  88  Minn.  465,  93  N.  W.  524;  Golden  v.  Chicago 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  84  Mo.  App.  59;  Powell  v.  Nevada,  C.  &  0.  R.  Co.  28  Nev,  305, 
82  Pac.  96;  San  Antonio  Edison  Co.  v.  Beyer,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  146,  57  8.  W. 
851, — holding  evidence  that  certain  object  frightened  other  gentle  horses,  ad- 
missible upon  question  of  its  tendency  to  frighten  gentle  horses;  Lynn  v.  Hooper,^ 
93  Me.  46,  47  L.R.A.  752,  44  Atl.  127,  to  same  effect. 

Cited  in  note  in  23   L.R.A.(N.S.)    946,  on  liability  for  discharge  of  steam- 
near  street  or  highway  frightening  horses. 
Right  of  judge  to  refer  jury  to  their  experiences. 

Cited  in  Bradbury  v.  Lawrence,  91  Me.  457,  40  Atl.  332,  holding  that,  in  action 
involving  horses,  judge  may  comment  on  their  characteristics  and  authorize  jury 
to  judge  according  to  their  own  experiences. 

49  AM.  REP.  615,  NORTHROP  T.  ELAIiB,  76  ME.  806. 
Admissibility  of  hearsay  testimony  as  to  pedigree. 

Cited  in  Champion  v.  McCarthy,  228  111.  87,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1062,  81  N.  E. 
808,  10  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  517,  holding  declarations  of  supposed  mother  and  of 
members  of  her  family,  admissible  to  establish  parentage  of  illegitimate  child; 
Re  Charles,  33  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  219;  Alston  ▼.  Alston,  114  Iowa,  29,  86  N.  W. 
55, — ^to  point  that  statements  as  to  pedigree  made  by  relatives  upon  information 
derived  from  others  is  admissible. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  51  A.  R.  207,  on  declarations  of  deceased  relative?^ 
as  to  pedigree  as  admissible  in  ejectment. 

Cited  in  note  in*ll  E.  R.  C.  333,  334,  on  admissibility  of  declarations  regard- 
ing pedigree  by  deceased  members  of  the  family. 
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40  AM.  R£P.  620,  STATE  v.  KELLT,  76  ME.  8S1. 
"What  constitutes  time  and  place  of  commission  of  crime. 

Cited  in  Roberson  v.  State,  42  Fla.  212,  28  So.  427,  holding  that  indictment 
for  murder  need  only  name  county  in  which  mortal  wound  was  inflicted;  State 
T.  Garrison,  147  Mo.  548,  40  S.  W.  508,  holding  murder  punishable  in  state 
where  mortal  wound  was  inflicted;   Debney  v.  State,  45  Neb.  856,  34  L.R.A. 

851,  '64  N.  W.  446,  holding  that  party  is  to  be  tried  under  laws  in  force  at  time 
of  striking  of  mortal  blow;  Moore  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  552,  40  S.  W. 
287,  holding  offense  of  abortion,  punishable  in  county  where  acts  were  committed, 
though  miscarriage  occurred  in  another  county;  Ex  parte  McNeeley,  36  W.  Va. 
84,  32  A.  S.  R.  831,  15  L.R.A.  226,  14  S.  E.  436,  sustaining  statute  providing 
that  if  person  die  within  state  from  blow  received  without  state,  guilty  party 
may  be  punished  as  if  blow  was  struck  within  state. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  69  A.  S.  R.  359,  on  venue  of  crinh 

Cited  in  notes  in  44  A.  S.  R.  81,  on  place  where  crime  is  conmiitted;  34  L.RJk. 

852,  as  to  time  when  homicide  is  deemed  to  be  committed. 
Jurisdiction  of  territory  owned  by  the  United  States. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  United  States,  27  Fed.  616,  holding  that  Federal  courts  have 
jurisdiction  over  lands  purchased  as  forts  by  Federal  government  with  state's 
consent;  State  v.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  78  Me.  401,  6  Atl.  4,  holding  state  liquor 
laws,  inapplicable  to  territory  ceded  to  Federal  government;  State  v.  Tully,  31 
Mont.  365,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  824,  78  Pac.  760,  to  point  that  state  courts  have 
no  jurisdiction  over  homicides  committed  on  military  reservations. 

49  AM.  RBP.  622,  STATE  ▼.  MAINE  C.  R.  CO.   76  ME.  857. 
Doctrine  of  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  Merrill  v.  North  Yarmouth,  78  Me.  200,  57  A.  R.  794,  3  Atl.  575, 
holding  that  plaintiff  has  burden  of  showing  that  one  drowned  upon  overflowed 
highway  was  using  due  care;  Campbell  v.  Eveleth,  83  Me.  50,  21  Atl.  784  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  question  whether  evidence  showed  negligence  upon  part  of 
employee,  injured  in  working  at  saw;  McLane  v.  Perkins,  92  Me.  39,  43  L.R.A. 
487,  42  Atl.  255,  holding  that  freedom  from  contributory  negligence  is  not  to  be 
presumed.  * 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  52  A.  R.  744,  on  presumption  of  contributory  negli- 
gence; 4  A.  S.  R.  368,  on  burden  of  proof  of  contributory  negligence;  9  A.  S. 
R.  638;  11  A.  S.  R.  900, — on  burden  of  proof  as  to  negligence;  32  A.  S.  R.  377, 
on  presumption  of  negligence  from  occurrence  of  accident. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  L.R.A.  267,  on  circumstances  showing  negligence  by  plain- 
tiff. 
—  As  applied  to  persons  struck  by  trains. 

Cited  in  Indiana,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Greene,  106  Ind.  279,  55  A.  R.  736,  6  N. 
£.  603,  holding  that  freedom  from  contributory  negligence  of  one  killed  at  rail- 
road crossing  must  be  shown;  Lesan  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  77  Me.  85,  holding  it 
negligence  per  se  to  cross  railroad  track  without  first  looking  and  listening; 
State  V.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  77  Me.  538,  1  Atl.  673,  holding  that  in  criminal  proceed- 
ing against  railroad,  prosecution  must  show  that  negligence  of  party  injured  at 
crossing  did  not  contribute  to  accident;  Chase  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  78  Me.  346, 
6  Atl.  771,  denying  recovery  where  injured  party,  without  stopping,  drove  across 
track  in  sleigh,  with  bells  attached;  Smith  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  87  Me.  339,  32 
Atl.  967,  holding  that  fact  of  injury  to  traveler  at  railroad  crossing  is  prima 
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facie  evidence  of  his  negligence;  Chase  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  167  Mass.  383,  45 
N.  E.  911,  holding  one  driving  across  railroad  track  without  stopping  to  look 
or  listen,  negligent;  Roystef  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  147  N.  C.  347,  61  S.  E.  179. 
holding  it  negligence  to  enter  upon  railroad  track  with  knowledge  that  train 
is  approaching. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  1  A.  S.  R.  279,  on  contributory  negligence  barring 
recovery  from  railroad  company;  4  A.  S.  R.  239,  on  contributory  negligence  in 
action  for  accidents  on  railroad;  55  A.  S.  R.  292,  on  duty  to  look  and  listen  be- 
fore crossing  railroad  track;  69  A.  S.  R.  934,  on  contributory  negligence  at 
railway  crossings. 

Cited  in  notes  in  90  A.  D.  780,  on  duty  of  traveler  to  assume  existence  of  dan- 
ger at  railroad  crossing;  50  A.  R.  656,  on  contributory  negligence  of  one  injured 
by  train  while  driving  across  track;  4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  347,  on  presumption  of  care 
of  person  killed  at  crossing. 
What  may  be  proved  on  <|uestioii  of  negligence. 

Annotation  cited  in  Elliot  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  5  Dak.  523,  3  L.R.A. 
363,  41  N.  W.  758,  holding  evidence  as  to  whether  person  was  usually  careful 
or  careless,  inadmissible  on  question  whether  he  was  negligent  at  time  of  ac- 
cident. 

£ITect  of  failare  to  give  warning  of  approach  of  train. 

Cited  in  West  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  13  N.  D.  221,  100  N.  W.  254,  holding 
railroad  failing  to  give  warning  of  approach  of  train  not  liable  where  injured 
party  had  actuaWknowledge  of  its  approach. 
Risks  assumed  by  servants. 

Cited  in  Cunningham  v.  Bath  Iron  Works,  02  Me.  501,  43  Atl.  106,  holding  that 
servant  assumes  risk  of  known  dangers. 
Right  to  enter  nolle  prosequi. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  77  Me.  244,  holding  that  prosecution  may, 
with  leave  of  court  and  over  railroad's  objection,  enter  nolle  prosequi  upon  statu- 
tory indictment  against  it  for  negligence. 

40  AM.  REP.  629,  STATE  v.  BARROWS,  76  ME.  401. 
Right  to  testify  on  trial  of  one's  codefendant. 

Cited  in  Benson  v.  United  States,  146  U.  S.  325,  36  L.  ed.  991,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  60;  Williams  v.  State,  42  Fla.  206,  27  So.  898;  State  v.  Thaden,  43  Minn. 
325,  45  N.  W.  614;  People  v.  Van  Wormer,  175  N.  Y.  188,  67  N.  E.  299,  17  N. 
Y.  Crim.  Rep.  359, — ^holding  that  on  a  separate  trial,  accused's  codefendant 
may  testify  for  prosecution,  though  indictment  is  still  pending  against  him; 
Wicker  v.  Moore,  79  Neb.  755,  113  N.  W.  148,  holding  that  claimant  whose  in- 
terest is  contingent  and  may  never  take  effect  cannot  maintain  partition;  Me- 
Ginness  v.  State,  4  Wyo.  115,  31  Pac.  978,  holding  that  one  may  testify  for 
defense  on  separate  trial  of  party  jointly  indicted  with  him. 

49  AM.  REP.  684,  ATWATER  v.  SAWYER,   76  ME.   5S9. 
Rights  and  duties  of  guests. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  19  A.  S.  R.  584,  on  innkeeper's  guests  and  their  r»> 
spective  rights,  remedies,  and  obligations. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  L.R.A.  321,  on  compulsory  service  by  innkeepers. 
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49  AM.  REP.   687,  NORTH  CAROLINA  STATE  L.   INS.   CO.   ▼.  WIL- 
LIAMS, 91  N.  C.  69. 
Termination  of  contracts  of  agency. 

Cited  in  Abbott  v.  Hunt,  129  N.  C.  403,  40  S.  E.  119;  Raleigh  Real  Estate  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Adams,  145  N.  C.  161,  58  S.  E.  1008,— holding  contract  employing 
real  estate  broker  and  specifying  no  definite  period  for  its  duration,  terminable 
at  will;  Wilmington  v.  Bryan,  141  N.  C.  666,  54  S.  E.  543,  holding  city's  con- 
tract to  employ  attorney  to  collect  taxes,  upon  percentage  basis,  terminable  at 
will. 

—  Contracts  of  insurance  agents. 

Cited  in  King  v.  Raleigh,  100  Mo.  App.  1,  70  S.  W.  251;  Ballard  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co.  119  N.  C.  187,  25  S.  E.  956, — holding  that  agent's  right  to  commissions 
on  subsequently  accruing  premiums  terminates  with  his  agency;  Stier  v.  Imperial 
L.  Ins.  Co.  58  Fed.  843;  Scott  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  103  Md.  69,  63  Atl.  377,  7 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1166,— holding  same;  Houghton  v.  Bradley,  113  Mich.  599, 
71  N.  W.  1112,  holding  provisions  of  written  contract  limiting  agent's  right  to 
renewal  commissions  to  his  term  of  service,  not  alterable  by  proof  of  contrary 
custom;  Jacobson  ▼.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  61  Minn.  330,  63  N.  W.  740, 
holding  agent  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  renewal  premiums  paid  after  his 
discharge  for  cause;  Michigan  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Coleman,  118  Tenn.  215,  100 
S.  W.  122,  holding  agent  discharged  without  cause,  entitled  to  commissions  on 
subsequent  renewal  premiums. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  50  A.  R.  20,  on  right  of  discharged  insurance  agent 
to  commission  on  premiums  on  policies  procured  by  him. 

49  AM.  REP.  639,  WOOD  v.  SUGG,  91  N.  C.  98. 

Right  of  reversioners  or  remaindermen  to  compel  partition. 

Cited  in  Aydlett  v.  Pendleton,  111  N.  C.  28,  32  A.  S.  R.  776,  16  S.  E.  8;  Gilles- 
pie V.  Allison,  115  N.  C.  542,  20  S.  E.  627,— to  point  that  before  enactment  of 
certain  statute  cotenants  in  remainder  or  reversion  could  not  enforce  compulsory 
partition;  Osborne  v.  Mull,  91  N.  C.  203,  holding  that  partition  cannot  be  had 
of  estates  in  remainder  or  reversion;  Tower  v.  Tower,  141  Ind.  223,  40  X.  E. 
747,  holding  same;  Gillespie  v.  Allison,  117  N.  C.  512,  23  S.  E.  438,  to  point  that 
during  existence  of  dower  estate,  estate  in  reversion  could  not,  at  common  law, 
be  partitioned. 

Cited  in  note  in  32  A.  S.  R.  780,  on  right  of  contingent  remainderman  or  rever- 
sioner to  maintain  partition. 
Sufficiency  of  petition  for  partition. 

Cited  in  Godwin  v.  Early,  114  N.  C.  11,  18  S.  E.  973,  holding  failure  of  petition 
for  partition  to  allege  possession  not  a  fatal  defect. 

49  AM.  REP.  641,  BAITY  v.  CRANFILIi,  91  N.  C.  293. 
Right  to  attack  validity  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Setzer  v.  Setzer,  97  N.  C.  252,  2  A.  S.  R.  290,  1  S.  E. 
558,  holding  that  question  of  validity  of  marriage  may  not  be  raised  collaterally 
to  bastardize  children  thereof;  Sims  v.  Sims,  121  N.  C.  297,  61  A.  S.  R.  665,  40 
L.R.A.  737,  28  S.  E.  407,  holding  that  marriage  with  adjudicated  imbecile  la 
void  ab  initio,  and  may  be  so  declared  at  any  time. 
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49  AM.  REP.  647,  CLARK  v.  WILMINGTON  &  W.  R.  CO.  91  N.  C.  506. 
Ejection  of  passenger  for  nonpayment  of  fare. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  134  Ky.  343,  120  S.  W.  298,  20 
A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  920,  holding  that  passenger  is  entitled  to  reasonable  time  in 
which  to  find  his  ticket;  Picken*  ▼.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  104  N.  C.  312,  10 
S.  E.  556,  holding  that  passenger  may  be  expelled  from  train  for  refusal  to 
pay  fare;  Rose  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  106  N.  C.  168,  11  S.  E.  526,  holding 
railroad  not  liable  where  conductor  rudely  ordered  female  passenger  to  leave 
train  for  nonpayment  of  fare;  Roseman  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  112  N.  C.  709,  34 
A.  S.  R.  524,  19  L.R.A.  327,  16  S.  E.  766,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  death 
from  exposure  of  intoxicated  person  expelled  from  train  for  nonpayment  of  fare. 

Cited  in  note  in  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  992,  on  sufficiency  of  tender  of  fare  to  prevent 
ejection. 
—  Effect  of  offer  by  third  person  to-  pay  fare. 

Cited  in  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  81  C.  C.  A.  598,  10  A.  &  E.  Ann. 
Cas.  939,  152  Fed.  608;  Gates  v.  Quincy,  O.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  125  Mo.  App.  334,  102 
S.  W.  50, — holding  that  after  expulsion  has  begun  conductor  need  not  accept 
from  another  the  fare  of  one  who  fraudulently  attempted  to  evade  its  payment; 
Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Norris,  17  Ind.  App.  189,  60  A.  S.  R.  166,  46  N.  E. 
554;  Randell  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  102  Mo.  App.  342,  76  S.  W.  493,— 
holding  that  conductor  must  accept  tender  of  other  passengers  to  pay  fare  of  one 
about  to  be  expelled. 
When  relation  of  carrier  and  passenger  exists. 

Cited  in  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Bunn,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  503,  95  S.  W.  640, 
holding  that  one  entering  train,  believing  his  ticket  to  be  good,  is  passenger 
until  be  refuses  to  pay  fare  upon  ticket's  invalidity  being  pointed  out. 
What  declarations  form  part  of  res  gestae. 

Cited  in  Pierson  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  14,  17  S.  W.  468,  holding  declarations 
of  party  to  transaction  made  shortly  after  its  occurrence,  admissible  as  part 
of  res  gestffi. 

49  AM.  REP.  652,  STATE  T.  PARTLOW,  91  N.  C.  650. 
Necessity  for  deflniteness  and  certainty  in  statutes. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Leslie  v.  Bracken,  154  Ala.  151,  45  So.  841;  State  ex 
rel.  Hughes  v.  Reusswig,  110  Minn.  473,  126  N.  W.  279;  Lee  Bros.  Furniture 
Co.  V.  Cram,  63  Conn.  433,  28  Atl.  540,— to  point  that  statute  is  void  unless 
there  is  a  competent  and  efficient  expression  of  the  legislative  will;  Czarra  ▼. 
Medical  Supervisors,  25  App.  D.  C.  443,  holding  statute  authorizing  revocation 
of  physician's  license  for  "unprofessional  and  dishonorable  conduct,"  void;  Cook 
V.  State,  26  Ind.  App.  278,  59  N.  E.  489,  declaring  void  a  statute  which  pro- 
hibited heavy  hauling  in  "narrow- tired"  wagons,  no  definition  thereof  being 
given;  Re  Hendricks,  60  Kan.  796,  57  Pac.  965,  declaring  statute  void  because 
of  absolute  contradiction  between  its  principal  provisions;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  ▼. 
West  Side  Street  R.  Co.  146  Mo.  155,  47  S.  W.  959,  holding  that  statute  must 
prescribe  rule  of  action  intelligibly  expressed;  Hilburn  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R. 
Co.  23  Mont.  229,  58  Pac.  551,  holding  statute  containing  conflicting  provisions, 
with  no  means  of  carrying  either  into  execution,  void;  School  Dist.  v.  Palmer, 
41  Or.  485,  69  Pac.  453,  holding  statute  authorizing  board  to  act  when  "petitioned 
in  manner  hereinafter  prescribed,''  void  where  no  manner  of  petitioning  was 
prescribed. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


«1«  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  [647-663 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  96  A.  S.  R.  778,  on  holding  statute  inoperative  whero 
it  is  impossible  to  absolve  and  dispel  obscurity  as  to  meaning. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  L.R.A.  ( N.S. )  364,  on  discrimination  as  .between  different 
localities  in  respect  to  right  to  sell  intoxicating  liquor. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Downs,  116  N.  C.  1064,  21  S.  E.  689,  enforcing  statute 
prohibiting  selling  of  intoxicants  within  certain  radius  of  named  church,  there 
being  but  one  church  of  such  name. 

49  AM.  REP.  655,  PARKS  v.  NASHVIIiLE,  O.  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  13  liCa.  1. 
Statutory  penalties. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Gill,  54  Ark.  101,  11  L.R.A.  452,  16  S. 
W.  18,  holding  that  passenger  may,  though  he  voluntarily  pays  over  charge,  re- 
cover statutory  penalty;  Jolley  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  119  Iowa,  491,  93 
N.  W.  555,  denying  benefit  of  statute,  imposing  penalty  on  railroad  refusing  to 
redeem  unused  ticket,  to  one  purchasing  ticket  merely  to  redeem  it;  Kansas 
City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  72  Miss.  491,  17  So.  168,  holding  that  right  to 
sue  for  penalty  imposed  for  failure  to  erect  cattle  guards  is  continuing  one. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  500,  on  motive  of  plaintiff  as  affecting  right 
to  recover  statutory  penalty  from  carrier;  16  E.  R.  C,  550,  on  right  to  recover 
penalty  imposed  upon  prohibited  act. 
—  When  cumulative. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Barton  County  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  32 
Fed.  722,  holding  that  penalties  are  cumulative  under  statute  imposing  penalty 
^'for  each  day"  statute  is  violated;  Wilson  v.  Com.  119  Ky.  769,  82  S.  W.  427, 
holding  that  but  one  conviction  may  be  had  for  the  different  acts  constituting 
illegal  practicing  of  dentistry;  Porter  v.  Dawson  Bridge  Co.  157  Pa.  367,  27 
Atl.  730,  33  W.  N.  C.  267,  24  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  205,  discouraging  practice  of 
accumulating  penalties  and  suing  for  them  in  one  action;  Gulledge  y.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  3  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Caa.  (Willson)  207,  holding  but  one  penalty,  recover- 
able up  to  time  of  suit  under  statute  imposing  penalty  for  overcharge  on  freight. 

Distinguished  in  States  v.  Wisconsin  C.  R.  Co.  133  Wis.  478,  113  N.  W.  952,  14 
A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1061,  imposing  cumulative  penalties  on  railroad  for  viola- 
tions of  statute  imposing  penalty  for  "each  and  every  violation." 

40  AM.  REP.  660,  STATE  v.  GARDNER,  13  IjEA,   184. 
Right  to  substitute  copy  of  lost  or  destroyed  indictment. 

Cited  in  Roberson  v.  State,  45  Fla.  94,  34  So.  294,  holding  that  party  may  be 
tried  on  copy  of  destroyed  indictment;  State  ex  rel.  Null  v.  Circuit  Ct.  20  S.  D. 
122,  104  N.  W.  1048,  holding  it  duty  of  court  to  cause  return  of  lost  indictments 
to  their  proper  custodian. 

40  AM.  REP.   668,  JACKSON  v.  NASHVIIiLE,  C.  &  ST.  L.  R.  GO.   18 

LEA,  401. 
Proximate  and  remote  cause  of  injury. 

Cited  in  Selleck  ▼.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  58  Mich.  195,  24  N.  W.  774,  hold- 
ing railroad,  not  liable  where  horses  were  frightened  by  passing  train  while  held 
tip  by  train  illegally  standing  at  crossing;  Seccombe  v.  Detroit  Electric  R.  Co. 
133  Mich.  170,  94  N.  W.  747,  holding  that  where  car  is  derailed  upon  defective 
track  and  another  car  in  running  backward  to  obtain  relief  collides  witli  another 
and  injures  employee,  defective  track  is  not  proximate  cause  of  such  injury; 
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Fuller  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  392,  80  S.  W.  914,  holding  rail- 
road, not  liable  to  one  injured  in  passing  over  embankment,  used  because  rail- 
road had  rendered  highway  impassable;  McCandless  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  71 
Wis.  41,  36  N.  W.  620,  holding  railroad's  failure,  upon  laying  its  tracks,  to  re- 
store street  to  its  former  condition,  not  cause  of  accident  to  pedestrian  injured 
upon  horse's  taking  fright  at  passing  train;  Gwyn  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P, 
R.  Co.  83  C.  C.  A.  648,  155  Fed.  88,  holding  railroad  not  liable  where  one  after 
betaking  himself  from  dangerous  place  at  which  he  was  put  off  train,  returns 
thereto  and  is  injured;  Louisville,  N.  &  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Fleming,  14  Lea,  128,  hold- 
ing injuries  sustained  by  long  walk  unnecessarily  taken  by  one  upon  cold  night 
when  put  off  train,  not  proximate  result  of  his  ejection. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  279,  on  nonliability  where  injury  was  not 
proximate  result  of  defendant's  misconduct. 

Cited  in  notes  in  52  A.  R.  163,  165,  on  necessity  that  negligence  be  proximate 
cause   of   injury  to  give   right  of   action  for   damages;    36   A.   S.   R.   816,   on 
necessary  connection  between  defendant's  act  and  plaintiff's  injury. 
Rights  of  traveler  where  train  hlocks  highway. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  84  Ga.  698,  11  S.  E.  455,  holding^ 
that  one  may  pass  over  railroad's  enclosed  premises  to  get  around  train  blocking 
highway. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  90  A.  D.  58,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  to 
one  injured  in  highway  by  negligent  operation  of  its  line. 

49  AM.  REP.  666,  PAYNE  v.  WESTERN  &  A.  R.  CO.  13  liEA,  507. 
Liability  of  one  Interfering  with  another's  business  or  contracts. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  11  A.  S.  R.  378,  on  right  to  maintain  action  againsi 
one  interfering  with  contract. 
—  Boycott. 

Cited  in  Guethler  v.  Altman,  26  Ind.  App.  587,  84  A.  S.  R.  313,  60  N.  E.  355, 
holding  action  not  maintainable  against  teacher  maliciously  persuading  pupils 
not  to  patronize  plaintiff;  Brewster  v.  C.  Miller's  Sons  Co.  101  Ky.  368,  33 
L.R.A.  505,  41  S.  W.  301,  holding  action  not  maintainable  against  members  of 
undertakers'  association  refusing  business  from  one  indebted  to  member:  Mas- 
ter Builders'  Asso.  v.  Domascio,  16  Colo.  App.  26,  63  Pac.  782,  holding  no  action 
maintainable  against  builders'  association  whose  members  refuse  to  bid  in  com- 
petition with  plaintiff;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co,  v.  Brown,  80  Kan.  312,  133 
A.  S.  R.  213,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  247,  102  Pac.  469,  18  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  346, 
holding  that  purpose  must  be  unlawful  in  order  to  constitute  conspiracy;  Bohn 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Hollis  (Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Lumbermen's  Asso.)  54  Minn. 
223,  40  A.  S.  R.  319,  21  L.R.A.  337,  55  N.  W.  1119,  holding  agreement  by  asso- 
ciated retail  dealers  not  to  deal  with  wholesaler  selling  direct  to  consumers,  not 
actionable;  Macauley  Bros.  v.  Tierney,  19  R.  L  255,  61  A.  S.  R.  770,  37  L.R.A. 
455,  33  Atl.  1,  denying  equitable  relief  to  one  to  whom  wholesalers  will  not  sell 
in  consequence  of  associated  dealers'  refusal  to  buy  from  one  selling  to  non- 
member;  Lewis  V.  Huie-Hodge  Lumber  Co.  121  La.  658,  46  So.  685,  on  right  of 
person  to  refuse  to  have  business  relations  with  others. 

Distinguished  in  Brown  v.  Jacobs'  Pharmacy  Co.  116  Ga.  429,  90  A.  S.  R,  126, 
57  L.R.A.  547,  41  S.  E.  553,  enjoining  combination  of  dealers  from  compelling 
nonmember  to  sell  at  fixed  prices  by  refusing  to  pnrchase  from  wholesalers  selling 
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to  him;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Doyle,  118  Ky.  662,  111  A.  S.  R.  3S1,  82  S.  W.  271, 
holding  it,  unlawful  to  break  up  one's  business  by  harassing  his  employees  and 
customers;  State  v.  Van  Pelt,  136  N.  C.  633,  68  L.R.A.  760,  49  S.  E.  177,  1  A.  & 
E.  Ann.  Cas.  495,  holding  it,  not  criminal  for  labor  union  to  put  merchant  on  "un- 
fair list." 
^— Procnring  discharge  of  employee. 

Cited  in  Boyer  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  124  Fed.  246,  holding  that  employer 
may  keep  and  show  to  others  list  of  those  whom  he  discharged  for  belonging  to 
labor  union;  J.  F.  Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  154  Cal.  581,  21 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  650,  98  Pac.  1027,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1165,  holding  that  one  who 
is  UMler  no  contract  relation  to  another  may  freely  and  without  question  with- 
draw from  business  relations  with  that  other;  Chipley  v.  Atkinson,  23  Fla.  206,  11 
A.  S.  R.  367,  1  So.  934,  holding  action  maintainable  by  employee,  whether  or 
not  employed  for  definite  period,  against  one  maliciously  inducing  his  discharge. 

Distinguished  in  Lally  v.  Cantwell,  30  Mo.  App.  524,  holding  that  action  will 
lie  for  false  defamatory  statements  inducing  discharge  of  one  employed  for  no 
definite  period. 
3IotIve  as  affecting  legality  of  act. 

Cited  in  Pepper  v.  Smith,  15  Lea,  551,  holding  motive  of  one  of  petitioners  for 
-organization  of  taxing  district  will  not  affect  its  sufficiency. 

Cited  in  notes  in  103  A.  S.  R.  500,  on  motive  and  justification  of  boycotting; 
•62  L.R.A.  677,  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable  acts  in  exercise  of  rights 
without  interference  with  legal  rights  of  others;  62  L.R.A.  707,  709,  710,  on  ef- 
fect of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable  an  injury  to  trade  which  otherwise  would 
not  be  actionable. 

—  Of  one  inducing  breach  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Boyson  v.  Thorn,  98  Cal.  578,  21  L.R.A.  233,  33  Pac.  492,  holding 
malicious  inducing  of  breach  of  contract,  without  employing  unlawful  means,  not 
actionable. 

Cited  in  notes  in  97  A.  S.  R.  928,  on  insufficiency  of  malicious  motives  alone 
to  sustain  action  for  inducing  one  to  break  his  contract;  62  L.R.A.  683,  on  effect 
of  mad  motive  to  make  actionable  an  injury  to  property  by  causing  breach  of 
■contract;  17  E.  R.  C.  354,  on  liability  for  maliciously  inducing  party  to  break 

<sontract. 

I 

—  Boycott. 

Cited  in  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  50  W.  Va.  611,  88 
A.  S.  R.  895,  56  L.R.A.  804,  40  S.  E.  591,  holding  no  action  maintainable  against 
■competitor  maliciously  inducing  withdrawal  of  patronage  from  pipe  line. 
AVliat  is  actionable  libel. 

Cited  in  Cole  v.  Newstadter,  22  Or.  191,  29  Pac.  550,  holding  that  em- 
ployee whose  conduct  is  alleged  as  reason  for  withholding  business  from  em- 
ployers cannot  maintain  libel  suit. 

—  Boycott  notice. 

Cited  in  Ulery  v.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Exch.  64  111.  App.  233,  holding  notice 
directing  members  of  live  stock  exchange  not  to  deal  with  certain  broker  not 
libelous  per  se;  Reynolds  v.  Plumbers'  Material  Protective  Asso.  30  Misc.  709, 
63  N.  Y.  Supp.  303,  holding  notice  in'  pursuance  of  by-law  to  members  of  asso- 
ciation, prohibiting  sale  on  credit  to  member  failing  to  pay  indebtedness  to  an- 
other, not  libelous. 

Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XIX.— 52. 
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Cited  in  reference  note  in  84  A.  S.  R.  317,  on  damages  for  malicious  posting^ 
of  notice  forbidding  employees  to  trade  with  designated  person. 
Rules  of  employer  as  part  of  contract  of  employment. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Whitcomb,  111  Ind.  212,  12  N.  E.  380,  holding: 
rules  brought  to  knowledge  of  employee  thereafter  continuing  service  form  part- 
of  contract  of  employment. 

49  AM.  REP.  «79,  HICKS  v.  LOVEIili,  «4  CAIi.  14,  27  PAC.  942. 
Rights  of  vendor  in  contract  for  sale  of  land  upon  default  by  vendee. 

Cited  in  Gates  v.  McLean,  70  Cal.  42,  11  Pac.  489;  Snodgrass  v.  Parks,  79  Cat 
65,  21  Pac.  429, — ^to  point  that  vendor  may  bring  ejectment  upon  vendee'*- 
refusal  to  comply  with  contract  of  purchase;  Stratton  v.  California  Land  & 
Timber  Co.  86  Cal.  363,  24  Pac.  1065,  to  point  that  to  have  one's  interest  in  land* 
foreclosed,  complainant  must  establish  his  own  interest  and  defendant's  default; 
Gervaise  v.  Brookins,  156  Cal.  103,  103  Pac.  329,  holding  that  vendee  of  land  who- 
has  entered  into  possession,  claiming  under  vendor  and  in  subordination  to  his- 
title,  estopped  from  questioning  it. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  714,  on  ejectment  against  vendee  in  pos* 
Fiession  and  refusing  to  perform,  96  A.  S.  R.  1013,  on  vendor's  right  to  main- 
tain ejectment  against  vendee  defaulting  in  payment*. 

Cited  in  notes  in  107  A.  S.  R.  723,  on  vendor't  right  to  recover  possession 
on  default  of  vendee;  107  A.  S.  R.  729,  on  tender  of  performance  by  vendee  as- 
defense  to  vendor's  action  to  recover  possession;  )07  A,  S.  R.  730,  on  equities 
of  vendee  in  action  by  vendor  to  recover  possession;  18  L.R.A.  782,  on  whether 
equitable  title  will  support  ejectment;  18  L.R.A.  789,  on  right  of  mortgagee  to 
maintain  ejectment. 
Right  of  vendee  in  possession  to  dispute  payment  of  purchase  money. 

Cited  in  Rohrer  v.  Bila,  83  Cal.  61,  23  Pac.  274,  holding  that  vendee  may  not,, 
while  retaining  possession  refuse  to  pay  purchase  money;  Coates  v.  Cleaves,  92" 
Cal.  427,  28  Pac.  580,  holding  vendee  entering  under  contract  of  purchase,  es- 
topped even  after  his  repudiation  of  such  contract  to  deny  vendor's  title; 
McLeod  v.^  Barnum,  131  Cal.  605,  63  Pac.  924,  holding  that  mortgagor  may  not^ 
while  retaining  possession,  prevent  foreclosure  of  purchase  money  mortgage 
on  ground  of  defective  title;  Dunn  v.  Mills,  70  Kan.  656,  79  Pac.  146,  3  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Cas.  363,  holding  that  vendee  may  not,  while  retaining  possession,  de- 
fend action  for  purchase  money  on  ground  of  defective  title;  Garvey  v.  La'she11s» 
151  Cal.  526,  91  Pac.  498,  holding  same,  where  vendee  purchased  outstanding  title 
while  in  possession. 

Cited  in  note  in  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)   384,  on  right  of  grantee  in  possession   to 
question  right  of  grantor  to  collect  purchase  money. 
Right  to  equitable  relief. 

Cited  in  Hyde  v.  Mangan,  88  Cal.  319,  26  Pac.  180;  Doherty  v.  Courtney,  15(> 
Cal.  606,  89  Pac.  434, — holding  that  equitable  title  may  be  set  up  as  defense  to 
action  of  ejectment;  Hannan  v.  McNickle,  82  Cal.  122,  23  Pac  271,  holding  that 
party  must  perform  his  contract  to  avail  himself  of  equitable  defenses;  Alex- 
ander V.  Jackson,  92  Cal.  614,  27  A.  S.  R.  168,  28  Pac.  693  (dissenting  opinion), 
to  point  that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity;  Ray  field  v.  Van  Meter,  120 
Cal.  416,  52  Pac.  666,  holding  vendee,  refusing  to  comply  with  his  contract,  not 
entitled  to  recover  pajTuents  made  thereon;  Dondero  v.  O'Hara,  3  Cal.  App.  G33^ 
86  Pac.  985,  on  point  that  equitable  defenses  may  not  be  proved  unless  pleaded. 
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Admissibility  of  testimony  given  on  former  trial. 

Cited  in  Benson  v.  Shotwell,  103  Cal.  163,  37  Pac.  147,  admitting  testimony 
of  absent  witness  taken  upon  former  trial;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Stebbins, 
10  S.  D.  466,  74  N.  W.  199,  admitting  reporter's  transcript  of  testimony  given  on 
former  trial  by  absent  and  deceased  witnesses. 

Cited  in  note  in  81  A.  S.  R.  362,  on  proof  by  stenographer's  notes  as  to  what 
an  absent  or  deceased  witness  said  on  another  or  former  triaL 

Distinguished  in  Reid  v.  Reid,  73  Cal.  206,  14  Pac.  781,  holding  stenographer's 
certified  transcript  of  testimony  given  in  different  8uit>  inadmissible  to  contra- 
dict witness. 
Right  to  Judgment  on  pleadings. 

Cited  in  Johnson  ▼.  Manning,  3  Idaho,  352,  29  Pac  101;  State  ex  rel.  Perkins 
V.  Sheridan  County,  7  Wyo.  161,  51  Pac.  204, — ^holding  judgment  on  pleadings, 
improper  where  answer  denies  material  allegations  of  petition  or  complaint; 
Finley  ▼.  Tucson,  7  Ariz.  108,  60  Pac.  872,  holding  judgment  on  pleadings,  proper 
where  answer  fails  to  set  up  new  matter  or  deny  allegations  of  complaint; 
Botto  y.  Vandament,  67  Cal.  332,  7  Pac.  753,  holding  that  judgment  on  plead- 
ings is  proper  only  where  answer  admits  or  leaves  undenied  material  allegations 
of  complaint. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  65  A.  S.  R.  245,  on  judgment  on  pleadings. 

Distinguished  in  Cushing  v.  Keslar,  68  Cal.  473,  9  Pac.  659,  upon  point  that 
judgment  may  be  rendered  on  pleadings  where  answer  leaves  undenied  material 
allegations. 
What  constitutes  waiver  of  Judgment  pleaded  in  bar. 

Doubted  in  Harding  ▼.  Harding,  Re  Spencer,  149  Cal.  397,  117  A.  S.  R.  137, 
86  Pac.  896,  9  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  1105,  holding  that  party  waives  no  rights  under 
judgment  pleaded  in  bar  by  contesting  upon  the  merits. 

49   AM.   REP.    684,   EX  PARTE  MARKS,    64    CAL.    29,    28   PAC.    109. 
Conditional  pardons  and  paroles  —  Right  to  impose  condition. 

Cited  in  Re  Prout,  12  Idaho.  494,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1064,  86  Pac.  275,  10  A.  & 
E.  Ann.  Cas.  199,  holding  that  board  of  pardons  may  parole  prisoners  condition- 
ally; People  V.  Marsh,  125  Mich.  410,  84  A.  S.  R.  684,  61  L.R.A.  461,  84  N.  W. 
472,  sustaining  condition  that  pardoned  person  shall  reimburse  county  for  ex- 
penses incurred  in  prosecuting  him;  State  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Hunter,  124  Iowa,  569, 
104  A.  S.  R.  361,  100  N.  W.  510,  holding  void,  a  provision  that  by  violating  con^ 
ditions  of  suspension  of  sentence  prisoner  forfeits  "time  ofT*  earned  for  good  be- 
havior; Ex  parte  Ridley,  3  Okla.  Crim.  Pvep.  350,  26  LJl.A.(N.S.)  110,  106  Pac. 
649,  holding  that  parole  may  be  revoked. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  39  A.  S.  R.  587,  on  validity  of  conditional  pardon. 

Cited  in  notes  in  111  A.  S.  R.  113,  on  compliance  with  conditions  in  pardon; 
14  L.R.A.  286,  on  conditional  pardons;  14  L.R.A.  286,  on  what  conditions  in  par- 
don are  allowable;  14  L.R.A.  287,  on  acceptance  of  conditional  pardon;  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  306,  as  to  whether  time  prisoner  is  out  on  parole  or  conditional  pardon  is 
to  be  deducted  from  term  of  sentence, 
—  Effect  of  breach  of  condition. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Home,  52  Fla.  125,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  719,  52  So.  388,  holding 
that  prisoner  may  be  rearrested  upon  his  violating  pardon's  conditions;  Spencer 
▼.  Kees,  47  Wash.  276,  91  Pac.  963,  holding  that  governor  may  issue  warrant  ra- 
▼oking  pardon  rpon  its  conditions  being  broken. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  14  L.R.A.  288,  on  breach  of  condition  of  pardon;  14  L.R.A. 
288,  on  method  of  enforcement  of  forfeiture  by  breach  of  condition  of  pardon. 

49  AM.  REP.   686,  McCOBD  v.   OAKIiAND  QUICK  SIIiVER  MIN.  CO. 

64  CAIi.  184,  27  PAC.  868. 
Extent  to  which  cotenants  may  use  common  property. 

Cited  in  Downing  v.  Rademacher,  133  Cal.  220,  85  A.  S.  R.  160,  65  Pac.  385, 
to  point  that  grantee  of  undivided  interest  in  mine  may  work  it;  Scarborough  v. 
Woodill,  7  Cal.  App.  39,  03  Pac.  383,  enjoining  one  cotenant  from  cutting  down 
for  fire-wood  cypress  trees  standing  on  boundary  line  between  orange  orchards; 
Russell  V.  Merchants*  Bank,  47  Minn.  286,  28  A.  S.  R.  368,  50  N.  W.  228,  refusing 
to  enjoin,  at  suit  of  grantee  of  one  cotenant,  others  from  continuing  business  of 
brick  making  on  common  property;  Gillum  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  5  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  338,  23  S.  W.  717,  holding  that  one  tenant  in  common  may  sell  and  pass 
clear  title  to  marketable  timber;  McDodrill  v.  Pardee  &  C.  Lumber  Co.  40  W. 
Va.  564,  21  S.  E.  878,  holding  same;  Williamson  v.  Jones,  43  W.  Va.  562,  64 
A.  S.  R.  891,  38  L.R.A.  694,  27  S.  E.  410,  to  point  that  one  tenant  in  common  may 
work  open  wells. 

Cited  in  notes  in  76  A.  D.  550,  as  to  when  tenant  in  common  is  liable  to  action 
to  recover  share  of  rents  and  profits;  52  A.  S.  R.  933,  on  cotenants  liability  for 
rents  and  profits  of  mine;  91  A.  S.  R.  867,  on  possession  of  common  property 
by  one  cotenant  of  mine;  91  A.  S.  R.  869,  on  operation  of  common  property  by 
one  tenant  in  common  of  mine ;  91  A.  S.  R.  870,  on  right  of  other  cotenant  in  mine 
to  enjoin  operation  by  one;  91  A.  S.  R.  872-874,  on  right  to  compel  account  from 
cotenant  in  mine  in  possession  of  common  property;  91  A.  S.  R.  877,  on  items  of 
account  between  cotenants  of  mine;  91  A.  S.  R.  880,  on  joinder  of  parties  and  ac- 
tions in  suit  for  accounting  between  cotenants  in  mine;  12  L.R.A.  485,  on  right 
of  tenants  in  conmion  to  relief  by  injunction  against  eaeh  other;  1  E.  R.  C.  455, 
on  accounts  between  tenants  in  conmion. 

Distinguished  in  Hawkins  v.  Spokane  Hydraulic  Min.  Co.  3  Idaho.  241,  28  Pae. 
433,  enjoining  owner  of  minority  interest  from  working  mine  except  in  manner 
directed  by  owner  of  majority  interest. 
What  constitutes  waste. 

Cited  in  Anaconda  Copper  Min.  Co.  v.  Butte  &  B.  Min.  Co.  17  Mont.  519,  43 
Pac.  924,  to  point  that  taking  ore  from  mine  is  not  waste;  Chapman  v.  Cooney, 
25  R.  I.  657,  59  Atl.  928,  holding  that  what  constitutes  waste  depends  on  the 
particular  circumstances. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  81  A.  S.  R.  811,  on  waste  by  one  tenant  in  common 
of  mine. 

49   AM.   REP.    700,   PEOPLE  v.   MARKHAM,    64   CAIi.    167,    80   PAC. 

620. 
What  constitutes  o£fcnse  of  bribery. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Miles,  89  Me.  142,  36  Atl.  70,  holding  that  offence  of  bribery 
may  be  complete  without  officer's  carrying  out  the  corrupt  agreement;  State  v. 
Gardner,  88  Minn.  130,  92  N.  W.  529,  holding  that  police  officer  commits  bribery 
when  he  receives  money  upon  promise  not  to  arrest  givers  for  swindling;  State 
V.  Butler,  178  Mo.  272,  77  S.  W.  5G0,  holding  that  official  cannot  be  bribed  except 
as  to  matters  in  respect  to  which  present  law  requires  him  to  act. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  97  A.  D.  714,  on  gist  of  attempt  to  bribe;  997  A.  D.  716,  on 
instances  of  bribery;  116  A.  S.  R.  43,  on  officers  who  may  be  subject  of  bribery. 
Sufficiency  of  indictment  for  bribery. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Edson,  68  Cal.  649,  10  Pac.  192;  People  v.  Seeley,  137  Cal. 
13,  69  Pac.  693, — holding  information  for  bribery  following  language  of  statute, 
sufficient. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Ward,  110  Cal.  369,  42  Pac.  892,  holding  indictment 
charging  that  defendant  did  "give  a  bribe,"  insufficient. 
Right  to  prove  other  crimes  against  accused. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Webster,  89  Cal.  572,  26  Pac.  1080,  holding  that  where  prose- 
cuting witness  answers  on  cross-examination  that  accused  was  acquitted  upon 
charge  which  witness  previously  brought  against  him,  he  may  not  state  details 
thereof  on  redirect  examination. 
Impeachment  of  witness. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  82  A.  S.  R.  27,  on  impeachment  of  witness  by  proof 
of  character. 

What  orders  may  be  appealed  from. 

Cited  in  Sharon  v.  Sharon,  67  Cal.  185,  7  Pac.  456  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
right  to  appeal  from  order  allowing  counsel  fee  and  alimony  pendente  lite;  Peo- 
ple V.  Dolan,  96  Cal.  315,  31  Pac.  107,  holding  order  denying  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  not  appealable. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Kingsley,  10  Mont.  537,  26  Pac.  1066,  holding  order 
denying  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  appealable. 

49  AM.  REP.    705,  BARSTOW  v.   SAVAGE  MIN.  CO.   64   CAIi.   388,    1 

PAC.   349. 
Rights  of  owner  as  to  property  transferred  withont  his  authority. 

Cited  in  Chase  v.  Whitmore,  68  Cal.  546,  9  Pac.  942,  holding  that  depository 
of  nonnegotiable  note  indorsed  in  blank  may  not,  by  transfering  it,  defeat  owner's 
title ;  Shafer  v.  Lacy,  121  Cal.  674,  54  Pac.  87,  holding  that  owner,  leaving  jewelry 
with  another  for  safe-keeping,  may  recover  it  from  one  to  whom  such  other 
pledged  it;  Scollans  v.  E.  H.  Rollins  &  Sons,  173  Mass.  275,  73  A.  S.  R.  284,  53 
N.  E.  863,  holding  that  owner's  title  to  municipal  bond  may  not  be  digested  by 
bona  fide  purchase  from  one  acquiring  it  feloniously. 

Cited  in  notes  in  103  A.  S.  R.  980,  on  title  acquired  by  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  stolen  property  other  than  negotiable  securities;  10  E.  R.  C.  631,  on  negligence 
or  misplaced  confidence  as  aff"ecting  priority.     - 

Distinguished  in  Woodsum  v.  Cole,  69  Cal.  142,  10  Pac.  331,  upon  point  that 
third  persons,  dealing  with  one  whom  true  owner  has  clothed  with  apparent  own- 
ership, will  be  protected. 
—  Shares  of  corporate  stock. 

Cited  in  East  Birmingham  Land  Co.  v.  Dennis,  86  Ala.  565,  7  A.  S.  R.  73,  2 
L.R.A.  836,  6  So.  317 ;  Knox  v.  Eden  Musee  American  Co.  148  N.  Y.  441,  61  A.  S. 
R.  700,  31  L.R.A.  779,  42  N.  E.  988,— holding  that  bona  fide  purchaser  of  lost 
or  stolen  certificate  of  stock  acquires  no  valid  title;  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Diebold 
Safe  &  Lock  C6.  66  Ohio  St.  367,  90  A.  S.  R.  586,  58  L.R.A.  620,  64  N.  E.  618, 
holding  same;  Swim  v.  Wilson,  90  Cal.  126,  25  A.  S.  R.  110,  13  L.R.A.  605,  27 
Pac.  33,  holding  broker  innocently  selling  stock  for  thief  and  paying  over  pro- 
ceeds to  him,  liable  to  owner  for  stock's  value. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  200,  on  title  acquired  by  bona  fide  purchaser  of 
stolen  stock  certificate;  103  A.  S.  R.  982,  on  title  acquired  by  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  certificates  of  stock;  13  L.R.A.  605,  on  rights  of  owner  of  stolen  stock  certi- 
ficate; 67  L.R.A.  660,  on  validity  of  pledge  or  other  transfer  of  stock  of  corpo- 
ration when  not  made  in  the  books  of  company  as  against  attachments,  executions, 
or  subsequent  transfers;  34  L.  ed.  U.  S.  656,  on  powers,  duties,  and  liabilities 
of  factors  and  brokers. 

Distinguished  in  Arnold  v.  Johnson,  66  Cal.  402,  6  Pac.  796,  holding  valid  title, 
acquired  by  innocent  pledgee  of  one  with  whom  owner  deposited  certificate  of  stock 
indorsed  in  blank. 
Nature  of  certificate  of  corporate  stock. 

Cited  in  Graves  v.  Mono  Lake  Hydraulic  Min.  Co.  81  Cal,  303,  22  Pac  665, 
to  point  that  certificates  of  stock  are  not,  though  indorsed  in  blank,  negotiable; 
Craig  V.  Hesperia  Land  &  Water  Co.  113  Cal.  7,  54  A.  S.  R.  316,  35  hJELA.  306, 
45  Pac;  10,  holding  that  corporation's  right  to  enforce  unpaid  assessments  re- 
mains after  transfer  made  upon  corporate  books  to  new  owner;  Spreckles  v.  Ne- 
vada Bank,  113  Cal.  272,  54  A.  S.  R.  348,  33  L.R.A.  459,  45  Pac.  329,  holding  that 
pledgee  of  stock  may  have  transaction  entered  on  corporate  books ;  O'Dea  v.  Holly- 
wood Cemetery  Asso.  154  Cal.  53,  97  Pac.  1,  holding  certificates  of  stock  mere 
evidences  of  holder's  right  to  given  share  in  property  and  franchises. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  4  A.  S.  R.  769,  on  negotiability  of  certificates  of 
stock. 

49  AM.  REP.  710,  WATERS  v.  REUBE^R,   16  NEB.  99,   19  N.  W.  687. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Stevens  v.  Barfoot,  13  Ont.  App.  Rep.  366. 
Right  to  bring  replevin  for  house. 

Distinguished  in  Ellsworth  v.  McDowell,  44  Neb.  707,  62  N.  W.  1082,  holding 
that  one  may  not  bring  replevin  for  hoiise  unless  he  has  such  possessory  right  as 
will  sustain  action  of  trespass. 

Right  to  remove  fixtures. 

Cited  in  Eldridge  v.  Hoefer,  46  Or.  239,  77  Pac.  874,  holding  that  tenant,  wrong- 
fully ousted,  has  reasonable  time  within  which  to  enter  and  remove  fixtures. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  12  A.  S.  R.  678,  on  structure  erected  on  land  of  an- 
other as  fixture;  13  A.  S.  R.  572,  as  to  whether  building  is  fixture  when  its 
ownership  is  severed  from  the  land;  17  A.  S.  R.  475,  on  right  to  fixtures  as  be- 
tween vendor  and  vendee;  69  A.  S.  R.  343,  on  house  built  on  land  of  another  as  a 
fixture. 

Cited  in  note  in  53  L.R.A.  346,  on  rights  as  to  compensation  for  improvements 
on  land  made  in  good  faith  under  oral  contract  or  gift. 
"When  one,  by  answering,  submits  to  court's  Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Hamilton  v.  Isaacs,  34  Neb.  709,  52  N.  W.  279,  holding  that  by  an- 
swering to  the  merits  party  submits  to  jurisdiction  of  court. 

49  AM.  REP.  716,  HUFF  v.  AMES,  16  NEB.  1S9,  19  N.  W.  62S. 
Doctrine  of  imputable  negligence. 

Cited  in  Hajsek  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  68  Neb.  539,  94  N.  W.  609,  holding 
negligence  of  husband  while  driving  "family  wagon,"  not  imputable  to  wife  riding 
therein;  lioso  v.  Lancaster  County,  77  Neb.  466,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  618,  109  N.  W. 
752,  holding  negligence  of  driver  of  private  vehicle,  not  imputable  to  one  riding 
therein. 
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Cited  in  notes  in  8  L.R.A.(N^.)  661,  on  imputing  driver's  negligence  to  his 
wife  when  riding  with  him;  8  LJR.A.(N.S.)  666,  on  imputing  driver's  negligence 
to  infants  of  tender  years  riding  with  him. 
^—  As  applied  to  parent  and  child. 

Cited  in  Wymore  ▼.  Mahaska  County,  78  Iowa,  896,  16  A.  S.  R.  449,  6  L.R.A. 
545,  43  N.  W.  264;  Warren  v.  Manchester  Street  R.  Co.  70  N.  H.  352,  47  Atl. 
735;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Groseclose,  88  Va.  267,  29  A.  S.  R.  718,  13  S.  E. 
454, — (holding  parent's  negligence,  not  imputable  to  child  in  action  by  its  person- 
al representatives;  Bottoms  ▼.  Seaboard  dt  R.  R.  Co.  114  N.  C.  699,  41  A.  S.  R. 
799,  25  L.RA.  784,  19  S.  E.  730,  holding  child's  action,  not  barred  by  parent's 
negligence  in  permitting  it  to  wander  on  railroad  track;  Berry  ▼.  Lake  Erie  & 
W.  R.  Co.  70  Fed.  679;  Jacksonville  Electric  Co.  v.  Adams,  50  Fla.  429,  39  So. 
183,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  241, — holding  same;  Atlanta  &  C.  Air-Line  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Gravitt,  93  Ga.  369,  44  A.  S.  R.  145,  26  L.R.A.  553,  20  S.  E.  550,  holding  statu- 
tory action  by  mother  for  death  of  child,  not  barred  by  negligence  of  one  to  whom 
father  entrusted  custody  of  child;  Jeffersonvillc  v.  McHenry,  22  Ind.  App.  10,  53 
N.  E.  183,  holding  child's  action,  not  barred  by  parent's  negligence;  Battishill  v. 
Humphreys,  64  Mich.  494,  31  N.  W.  894,  to  point  that  parent's  negligence  is  not 
imputable  to  child. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  4  A.  S.  R.  563,  as  to  when  negligence  is  imputed  to 
father  of  infant  child;  12  A.  S.  R.  523;  57  A.  R.  475, — on  imputation  of  parent's 
negligence  to  child. 

Cited  in  notes  in  49  A.  S.  R.  408,  on  negligence  of  parent  as  defense  to  action 
for  injury  brought  by  or  on  behalf  of  infant;  110  A.  S.  R.  284,  on  imputing  par- 
cent's  negligence  to  child  in  action  for  latter's  benefit;  4  LJI.A.  126,  on  doctrine  of 
imputed  negligence  in  case  of  negligence  resulting  in  injury  or  death  of  child; 
6  L.R.A.  546,  on  imputing  to  child  the  contributory  negligence  of  parent  or  guar- 
dian ;  21  I..R.A.  81,  on  contributory  negligence  of  parent  or  custodian  in  permit- 
ting child  to  stray  into  danger  as  bar  to  action  by  child  for  negligent  injuries. 

Distinguished  in  Tucker  v.  Draper,  62  Neb.  66,  64  L.R.A.  321,  86  N.  W.  917, 
holding  father's  contributory  negligence,  a  defence,  to  action  by  him,  as  adminis- 
trator, for  death  of  child. 
Care  required  of  children. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  JL  Co.  y.  Grablin,  38  Neb.  90,  56  N.  W.  796,  holding 
that  law  requires  of  child  only  such  care  as  may  reasonably  be  expected  of  per- 
sons of  its  age. 

Cited  in  notes  in  14  A.  S.  R.  593,  on  negligence  of  infant  as  bar  to  recovery 
for  personal  injuries;  8  L.R.A.  844,  on  care  to  be  exercised  toward  children  to 
avoid  injuries. 
Negligence  as  a  question  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Kremzer  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  151  Lid.  587,  68  A.  S.  R. 
252,  52  N.  E.  220  (dissenting  opinion),  upon  point  that  question  of  negligence 
of  child  of  tender  years  is  for  jury;  Lincoln  v.  Walker,  18  Neb.  250,  25  N.  W.  66 
(dissenting  opinion),  to  point  that  question  of  negligence  may  be  left  to  jury 
upon  undisputed  facts;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Baier,  37  Neb.  235,  55  N.  W.  913, 
holding  that  question  of  existence  of  negligence  is  for  jury;  Omaha  Street  R.  Co. 
▼.  Craig,  39  Neb.  601,  58  N.  W.  209,  submitting  to  jury  question  whether  passen- 
ger was  negligent  in  stepping  onto  platform  before  car  fully  stopped;  Tucker  v. 
Draper,  62  Neb.  66,  54  L.RJL.  321,  86  N.  W.  917,  submitting  to  jury  question 
-of  negligence  where  child  fell  into  welL 
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49  AM.  ^lEP.  718,  CHICAGO,  ST.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  CO.  v.  SW^VNSON,  10 

XEB.  254,  20  N.  W.  198. 
Who  are  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  New  Omaha  Thomson-Houstin  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  62  Neb. 
180,  87  N.  W.  27,  holding  foreman,  not  fellow-servant  of  lineman  under  him; 
Benak  v.  Paxton  &  V.  Iron  Works,  85  Neb.  836,  124  N.  W.  461,  holding  employee 
clothed  by  master  with  authority  to  direct  and  control  another  serv^ant  vice-prin- 
cipal; Mason  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  Ill  N.  O.  482,  32  A.  S.  R.  814,  18  L.R.A. 
845,  16  S.  E.  698,  to  point  that  one  having  charge  of  work  is  not  fellow-servant 
of  those  employed  under  him;  Anderson  v.  Bennett,  16  Or.  515,  8  A.  S.  R.  311,. 
19  Pac.  765,  holding  master,  liable  where  foreman  in  charge  of  work  negligently 
directed  employee  to  work  in  dangerous  place;  Cunningham  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
4  Utah,  206,  7  Pac.  795,  holding  foreman  of  mine,  not  fellow-servant  of  men  under 
him. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  50  A.  R.  161,  on  master  and  mate  of  vessel  as  fellow 
servants. 

Cited  in  notes  in  53  A.  R.  47;  1  A.  S.  R.  33, — on  who  are  not  fellow  servants; 
51  L.R.A.  616,  on  vice-principalship  with  reference  to  relative  rank  of  negligent 
servant. 
—  On  railroad. 

Cited  in  Bloyd  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  58  Ark.  66,  41  A.  S.  R.  85,  22  S.  W» 
1089;  Sioux  City  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  22  Neb.  775,  36  N.  W.  285;  Criswell  v. 
Pittsburgh  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  30  W.  Va.  798,  6  S.  E.  31,— holding  foreman  in 
charge  of  gang  of  railway  laborers,  not  their  fellow-servant;  Walker  v.  Gillett, 
59  Kan.  214,  52  Pac.  442,  holding  conductor,  not  fellow-servant  of  brakeman  un- 
der him;  Smith  v.  Sioux  City  &  P.  R.  Co.  16  Neb.  583,  19  N.  W.  638,  holding  men 
working  under  foreman,  not  his  fellow-servants ;  Burlington  &  M.  River  R.  Co.  v. 
Crockett,  19  Neb.  138,  26  N.  W.  921,  holding  sub-boss,  under  immediate  control 
of  conductor  in  charge  of  gravel  train,  not  his  fellow-servant;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
R.  Co.  V.  Sullivan,  27  Neb.  673,  43  N.  W.  415,  holding  one,  not  fellow-servant  of 
car- repairer  working  under  him;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  38  Neb. 
112,  56  N.  W.  794,  holding  section-hand,  not  fellow-servant  of  section  boss;  Union 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Doyle,  50  Neb.  655,  70  N.  W.  43,  holding  sectionhand,  not  fellow- 
servant  of  general  foreman,  having  control  of  work  ^ut  no  power  to  hire  and  dis- 
charge; Clark  V.  Hughes,  51  Neb.  780,  71  N.  W.  776,  holding  brakeman  on  freight 
train,  not  fellow-servant  of  conductor ;  Madden  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  28  W. 
Va.  610,  57  A.  R.  695,  holding  engineer,  not  fellow- servant  of  telegraph  operator 
or  of  conductor  upon  another  train. 

Cited  in  notes  in  46  L.R.A.  343,  on  power  of  conductor  to  control  subordinate 
who  was  injured,  as  constituting  former  a  vice  principal;  51  LJLA.  551,  on  em- 
ployees in  control  of  railway  trains  as  vice-principals. 

Distinguished  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.*  v.  Lyons,  54  Neb.  633,  75  N.  W.  31,  holding 
members  of  different  switching  crews  engaged  upon  same  work,  fellow-servants; 
Kitzberger  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  324,  93  N.  W.  935,  hold- 
ing that  trackman  may  not  rely  entirely  on  foreman  for  protection  from  obvious 
dangers. 

Liability  of  master  for  act  of  fellow  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  in  67  A.  D.  592,  on  liability  of  master  for  injury  to  servant  from 
negligence  of  superior  servant;  51  L.R.A.  591,  on  issuance  of  orders  by  superior 
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servant  as  oflScial  act;  17  E.  R.  C.  242,  on  liability  of  master  for  injury  to  servant 

through  negligence  of  another  employee. 

Rights  and  liabilities  of  one  railroad  acquiring  property  of  another. 

Cited  in  Plainview  v.  Winona  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  36  Minn.  505,  32  N.  W.  746,  hold- 
ing that  railroad,  purchasing  property  of  another  by  virtue  of  statute,  acquires 
it  subject  to  statute's  terms  and  conditions. 
Statutory  construction. 

Followed  in  Chicago,  K.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hazels,  26  Neb.  364,  42  N.  W.  93,  upon 
question  of  construction  to  be  given  article  4,  Chapter  72  of  the  Compiled  Statutes 
of  Nebraska. 

What  is  * 'indebtedness." 

Cited  in  Bell  v.  Mendenhall,  78  Minn.  67,  80  N.  W.  843,  to  point  that  term 
''indebtedness"  covers  almost  every  kind  of  pecuniary  oUigation  originating  in 
contract. 
Matters  reviewable  by  appellate  court. 

Cited  in  Bullis  v.  Drake,  20  Neb.  167,  29  N.  W.  292,  holding  that  appellate 
court  only  reviews  matters  ruled  on  by  lower  court;  Norton  v.  Nebraska  Loan 
^  T.  Co.  40  Neb.  394,  68  N.  W.  953,  refusing  to  consider  question  presented  in 
neither  motion  for  new  trial  nor  petition  in  error;  Chicago,  B.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.. 
Kellogg,  54  Neb.  127,  74  N.  W.  464,  refusing  to  interfere  because  of  misconduct  of 
counsel,  where  trial  court's  attention  was  not  called  thereto  or  any  ruling  made; 
Baker  v.  Racine-Sattley  Co.  86  Neb.  227,  126  N.  W.  587,  holding  that  insuffi- 
ciency of  pleading  cannot  be  raised  for  first  time  on  appeal. 
Sufficiency  of  reply. 

Cited  in  Western  Mattress  Co.  v.  Potter,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  627,  96  N.  W.  841, 
holding  that  reply  should  show  specifically  what  allegatidns  of  answer  are  de- 
nied. 

49  AM.  REP.  721,  FARREIiL  v.  COOK,  16  NEB.  488,  20  N.  W.  720. 

What  are  nuisances. 

Cited  in  State  v.  lams,  78  Neb.  678,  11  LJl.A.(N.S.)  736,  111  N.  W.  604,  hold- 
ing that  city  may  punish,  as  nuisance,  exhibition  of  stallion  on  public  street. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  107  A.  S.  R.  225,  on  acts  of  indecent  or  obscene  char- 
acter as  public  nuisance. 
Injunction  against  nuisances. 

Cited  in  Lowe  v.  Prospect  Hill  Cemetery  Asso.  68  Neb.  94,  46  L.R.A.  237,  78 
N.  W.  488,  enjoining  use  of  property  as  cemetery  where  such  use  endangered 
health  of  neighborhood;  Braasch  v.  Cemetery  Asso.  69  Neb.  300,  96  N.  W.  640, 
5  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  132,  holding  that  cemetery  near  dwellings  will  be  enjoined 
only  upon  clear  proof  of  probable  injury. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  49  A.  R.  736,  on  right  to  enjoin  slaughterhouse  as 
nrisance;  91  A.  S.  R.  68,  on  injunction  against  nuisances. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  737,  on  right  of  municipality  to  prohibit  keep- 
ing, standing,  or  exhibiting  of  stallions  and  jacks. 

Distinguished  in  Hill  v.  Pierson,  45  Neb.  503.  63  N.  W.  836,  holding  that  gamb- 
ling house  will  not  be  enjoined  at  suit  of  one  not  specially  injured  thereby. 
When  demurrer  lies  on  ground  of  want  of  legal  capacity  to  use. 

Cited  in  State  ex  reL  Broatch  v.  Moores,  58  Neb.  286,  78  N.  W.  629;  Littleton 


Digitized  by 


Google 


49  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  826 

V.  Burgess,  16  Wyo.  58,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  49,  91  Pac.  832,— holding  that  want  of 
legal  capacity  to  sue,  as  ground  of  demurrer,  refers  to  general  legal  disability. 

49  AM.  REP.  724,  SIOT7X  CITY  &  P.  R.  CO.  ▼.  FINIiAYSON,  16  NEB. 

578,  20  N.  W.  860. 
Physical  examination  of  plaintiff  in  personal  injury  action. 

Cited  in  Peoria,  D.  &  E.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Rice,  144  111.  227,  33  N.  E.  951;  Pennsylvania 
Co.  V.  Newmeyer,  129  Ind.  401,  28  N.  E.  860;  May  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  32  Mont. 
522,  70  L.R.A.  111,  81  Pac.  328,  4  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  605,->holding  that  court  may 
not  compel  plaintiff  in  personal  injury  action  to  submit  to  physical  ezfunination ; 
Western  Glass  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Schoeninger,  42  Colo.  357,  126  A.  S.  R.  165,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  663,  94  Pac.  342;  Ottawa  v.  GiUiland,  63  Kan.  165,  88  A.  a  R.  232,  65 
Pac.  252;  Lane  v.  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  R.  Co.  21  Wash.  119,  75  A.  S.  K  821,  46 
L.R.A.  153,  57  Pac.  367,— holding  contra;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  90  Ala, 
71,  24  A.  S.  R.  764,  9  L.R.A.  442,  8  So.  90,  holding  failure  of  trial  court  in  prop- 
er case  to  compel  plaintiff  to  submit  to  physical  examination,  reversible  error; 
Hall  v.  Manson,  99  Iowa,  698,  34  LOLA.  207,  68  N.  W.  922,  holding  defendant,  en- 
titled to  have  female  plaintiff's  injured  foot  and  ankle  measured  in  presence  of 
jury;  Langworthy  v.  Green  Twp.  95  Mich.  93,  54  N.  W.  697,  permitting  plaintiff 
to  exhibit  injured  leg  to  jury;  Stuart  v.  Havens,  17  Neb.  211,  22  N.  W.  419,  re- 
fusing to  compel  plaintiff  to  exhibit  injured  arm  to  physicians  called  by  defendant 
after  arm  was  exhibited  to  jury;  Chadron  v.  Glover,  43  Neb.  732,  62  N.  W.  62, 
holding  that  defendant  must  apply  before  trial  for  appointment  of  physicians  to 
examine  extent  of  plaintiff's  injury;  Davis  v.  School  Dist.  84  Neb.  858,  122  N. 
W.  38,  holding  that  jury  may  base  verdict  as  to  value  of  architect's  services  upon 
their  own  deductions  from  all  of  evidence  before  them;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Huddleston,  151  Ind.  540,  68  A.  S.  R.  238,  36  L.R.A.  681,  46  N.  E.  678. 
ordering  plaintiff  to  produce  before  trial  for  examination  by  physicians  speci- 
mens of  his  urine;  and  citing  annotation  also  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  6  A.  S.  R.  46,  on  defendant's  right  to  have  physical 
examination  of  plaintiff  in  personal-injury  cases;  14  A.  S.  R.  192,  on  discretion 
of  court  as  to  directing  physical  examination;  68  A.  S.  R.  242,  on  compelling  party 
to  submit  his  person  to  physical  examination;  88  A.  S.  R.  238,  on  physical  exam- 
ination of  parties;  102  A.  S.  R.  572,  on  personal  exhibition  of  injured  part  of 
person  in  action  for  personal  injuries;  104  A.  8.  R.  875,  on  physical  examination 
of  parties  by  order  of  court. 

Cited  in  notes  in  3  A.  S.  R.  555,  on  right  to  compel  party  to  submit  to  physical 
examination;  68  A.  S.  R.  245,  on  physical  examination  of  parties  by  order  of 
court;  68  A.  S.  R.  248,  as  to  when  an  order  for  physical  examination  of  parties 
should  be  made;  68  A.  S.  R.  249,  on  application  for,  and  conduct  of,  physical  ex- 
amination of  parties ;  3  L.R. A.  808,  on  right  of  court  to  compel  person  suing  for 
injuries  to  submit  to  physical  examination ;  14  L.R.A.  468,  on  application  of  rules 
as  to  compelling  plaintff  in  suit  to  submit  to  physical  examination;  15  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  664,  667,  as  to  when  refusal  of  order  for  physical  examination  amounts 
to  abuse  of  discretion. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago,  R.  L.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Langston,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  568, 
47  S.  W.  1027,  holding  that  defendant  may  have  his  experts  examine,  and  testify 
as  to,  plaintiff's  injured  leg  already  exhibited  to  jury. 
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Mortality  tables  as  evideiice. 

Cited  in  Horst  v.  Lewis,  71  Neb.  365,  103  N.  W.  460,  admitting  in  evidence  Car- 
lisle table  of  mortality  after  proper  foundation  was  laid. 

liiability  of  master  to  servant  injured  by  defective  or  dangerous  ap- 
pliances. 

Cited  in  Sapp  v.  Christie  Bros.  79  Neb.  701, 113  N.  W.  189,  holding  master,  lia- 
ble to  servant  injured  while  using  defective  appliances  upon  master's  direction 
and  after  his  promise  to  repair  same;  Lee  v.  Smart,  46  Neb.  318,  63  N.  W.  940; 
Dehning  v.  Detroit  Bridge  &  Iron  Works,  46  Neb.  556,  65  N.  W.  186, — ^holding  same ; 
St.  Louis  Cordage  Co.  v.  Miller,  63  L.R.A.  551,  61  C.  C.  A.  477,  126  Fed.  495 
(dissenting  opinion) ;  Malm  v.  Thelin,  47  Neb.  686,  66  N.  W.  660, — to  same  point; 
Lincoln  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Cox,  48  Neb.  807,  67  N.  W.  740;  Cudahy  Packing  Co.  v. 
Roy,  71  Neb.  600,  99  N.  W.  231,— holding  that  master  is  only  liable  for  such 
defects  in  appliances  as  ordinary  care  would  disclose;  Kearney  Electric  Co.  v. 
Laughlin,  45  Neb.  390,  63  N.  W.  941,  holding  injuries  from  defective  appliances 
not  amoDg  the  risks  assumed  by  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  L.R.A.  789,  on  predication  of  contributory  negligence  from 
gravity  of  risk  incurred  by  remaining  at  work  after  master's  promise  to  remove 
specific  cause  of  danger;  40  L.R.A.  794,  on  nonliability  of  master  for  injury  to 
servant  unless  latter's  continuance  of  work  was  actually  induced  by  master's  prom- 
ise to  protect  from  specific  cause  of  danger;  41  L.R.A.  80,  on  frequency  with 
which  inspection  of  instrumentalities  should  be  made  by  employer;  41  L.R.A. 
137,  on  employees  whose  knowledge  is  not  imputed  to  the  master;  40  L.R.A. 
45,  on  effect  of  servant's  continuance  of  work  with  knowledge  of  defects  or  dan- 
ger; 17  E.  R.  C.  240,  on  liability  of  master  for  injuries  to  servant. 
Right  to  order  remittitur. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Cleminger,  77  111.  App.  186;  Regier  v.  Shreck, 
47  Neb.  667,  66  N.  W.  618, — ^holding  that  where  recovery  is  excessive  judgment 
may  be  affirmed  and  remittitur  ordered. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  26  L.ILA.  387,  on  requiring  remittitur  in  appellate 
«ourt  from  verdict  for  excessive  damages. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  L.R.A.  682,  on  excessive  verdicts  in  stdts  for  damages  for 
personal  injuries. 
"When  instructions  should  be  given. 

Cited  in  South  Omaha  v.  Fennell,  4  Neb.   (Unof.)  427,  94  N.  W.  632,  holding 
that  written  instruction  with  authorities  noted  in  margin  should  be  given  with 
same  erased. 
Error  in  giving  or  refusing  of  instructions. 

Cited  in  McClatchey  v.  Anderson,  84  Neb.  783,  122  N.  W.  67;  Hill  v.  State,  42 
Neb.  503,  60  N.  W.  916, — ^holding  that  unless  proper  instructions  were  asked  and 
refused,  mere  non-direction  is  not  reversible  error;  Carleton  v.  State,  43  Neb. 
373,  61  N.  W.  699;  Pjarrou  v.  State,  47  Neb.  294,  66  N.  W.  422,— to  same  point; 
Herzog  v.  Campbell,  47  Neb.  370,  66  N.  W.  424,  holding  submission  of  written  in- 
structions to  jury  with  authorities  noted  thereon,  harmless  error;  Royal  Neigh- 
bors V.  Wallace,  66  Neb.  643,  92  N.  W.  897,  to  point  that  failure  to  give  vague 
and  uncertain  instructions  is  not  error;  South  Omaha  v.  Meyers,  3  Neb.  (Unof.) 
-699,  92  N.  W.  743,  holding  that  incompleteness  and  inaccuracy  in  court's  instruo* 
^ons  cannot  be  availed  of  unless  proper  instructions  were  submitted  and  refused. 

Distinguished  in  McCleneghan  v.  Omaha  &  R.  Valley  R.  Co.  26  Neb.  523,  13  A. 
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S.  R.  508,  41  N.  W.  350,  holding  evil  of  giving  incorrect  instruction  which  applied 
to  whole  case,  not  cured  by  correct  ones  given  by  court  upon  its  own  motion. 
Consideration  of  all  Instructions  on  question  of  error  in  one. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  27  Neb.  673,  43  N.  W.  415  (dis- 
senting opinion),  upon  point  that  all  the  instructions  are  to  be  looked  to  in  de> 
termining  whether  any  one  is  erroneous. 

49  AM.  lUSP.  731,  BISHOP  ▼.  MOORMAN,  98  IND.  1. 
Equitable  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Walter  v.  Hartwig,  106  Ind.  123,  6  N.  E.  5,  sustaining  action  to  can- 
cel, as  being  cloud  on  title,  illegally  recorded  instriunent;  Fitzmaurice  v.  Mosier, 
116  Ind.  363,  9  A.  S.  R.  854,  16  N.  E.  175,  sustaining  action  to  cancel  note,  where 
payee  refused  to  surrender  it  when  paid;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  124  Ind.  472,  24  N. 
E.  974,  holding  complaint  in  action  to  quiet  title,  sufficient  where  it  alleges  that 
defendant  asserts  an  unfounded  title;  McAfee  v.  Reynolds,  130  Ind.  33,  30  A.  S. 
R.  194,  18  L.R.A.  211,  28  N.  E.  423,  sustaining  equitable  action  by  creditor  to 
have  lien  of  his  judgment  declared  paramount  to  title  of  purchaser  from  debtor's 
administrator;  Seymour  Water  Co.  v.  Seymour,  163  Ind.  120,  70  N.  E.  514,  to 
point  that  title  may  be  quieted  against  adverse  claim  based  upon  instrument  void 
on  its  face. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  L.R.A.  68,  on  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  equity  in  cases  of 
fraud. 
—  Injunctions  generally. 

Cited  in  Hatfield  v.  Mahoney,  39  Ind.  App.  499,  79  N.  E.  1086,  holding  that  in- 
junction lies  where  remedy  at  law  is  not  plain  and  adequate;  Ross  v.  Banta,  140 
Ind.  120,  34  N.  E.  865,  to  point  that  injunction  will  not  lie  where  there  is  plain 
and  adequate  remedy  at  law;  Denny  v.  Denny,  113  Ind.  22,  14  N.  E.  593;  Champ 
v.  Kendrick,  130  Ind.  549,  30  N.  E.  787 ;  Chappell  v.  Jasper  County  Oil  &  Gas  Co. 
31  Ind.  App.  170,  66  N.  E.  515;  Stauffer  v.  Cincinnati,  R.  &  M.  R.  Co.  33  Ind. 
App.  356,  70  N.  E.  543, — holding  that  injunction  lies  unless  lemedy  at  law  is  as 
practical  and  as  efficient;  Michener  v.  Springfield  Engine  &  Thresher  Co.  142  Ind. 
130,  31  L.R.A.  59,  40  N.  E.  679,  to  same  point;  Xenia  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Macy, 
147  Ind.  568,  47  N.  E.  147;  Brugh  v.  Denman,  38  Ind.  App.  486,  78  N.  E.  349,— 
holding  that  injunction  lies  to  prevent  injury  which  is  great,  though  not  irrepara- 
ble; Thomas  v.  Simmons,  103  Ind.  538,  2  N.  E.  203,  holding  that  injunction  lies 
to  prevent  cloud  being  cast  upon  complainant's  title;  Perry  v.  Hamilton,  138  Ind. 
271,  35  N.  E.  836,  dismissing  landlord's  action  to  enjoin  tenant  from  cutting  and 
removing  corn  stalks;  Ingle  v.  Bottoms,  160  Ind.  73,  66  N.  E.  160,  enjoining  les- 
sor of  coal  mine  from  interfering  with  lessee  in  constructing  railroad  switch 
thereto;  Miller  v.  Bowers,  30  Ind.  App.  116,  66  N.  E.  559,  holding  that  property 
owner  may  have  construction  of  highway  in  manner  different  from  that  provided 
for  by  contract  enjoined;  Hart  v.  Hildebrandt,  30  Ind.- App.  415,  66  N.  E.  173,. 
denying  where  statute  provided  adequate  remedy,  injunction  to  prevent  acquire- 
ment of  easement  over  private  property;  Bluffton  v.  Miller,  33  Ind.  App.  521,  70 
N.  E.  989,  holding  that  property  owner  may  restrain  city  from  executing  void 
street  improvement  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Carmel  Natural  Gas  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Small,  160  Ind.  427,  47 
"N.  E.  11,  holding  that  legality  of  election  of  rival  sets  of  corporate  directors  may 
not  be  tested  by  injunction  proceeding. 
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^InJ  auction  against  collection  of  tax. 

Cited  in  Hobbs  v.  Tipton  County,  103  Ind.  575,  3  N.  E.  263,  holding  that  in- 
junction lies  to  restrain  collection  of  taxes  where  the  proceedings  are  void;  Wells 
County  V.  Fahlor,  114  Ind.  176,  15  N.  E.  830,  enjoining  sale  of  property  to  satis- 
fy void  assessment;  Yocum  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  144  Ind.  272,  43  N.  E.  231,  hold- 
ing that  injunction  lies  against  illegal  and  void  tax. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  159  Ind.  388,  65  N.  E.  183, 'holding  that 
suit  to  enjoin  county  auditor  from  entering  illegal  assessment  on  the  tax  dupli- 
cate is  premature. 
« Injunction  against  Judicial  sale  generally. 

Cited  in  Shanklin  v.  Sims,  110  Ind.  143,  11  N.  E.  32,  holding  that  owner  or 
mortgagee  may  have  sale  under  execution  upon  judgment,  which  is  not  a  lien  up- 
on the  land,  enjoined;  Scobey  v.  Walker,  114  Ind.  254,  15  N.  E.  674,  holding  that 
owner  of  land  may  have  its  threatened  sale  upon  execution  issued  against  anoth- 
er enjoined;  Petry  v.  Ambrosher,  100  Ind.  510,  holding  same;  Zimmerman  v. 
Makepeace,  152  Ind.  199,  62  N.  E.  992,  holding  that  execution  sale  which  would 
pass  no  title  may  be  enjoined;  Sahm  v.  State,  172  Ind.  237,  88  N.  E.  257,  hold- 
ing that  when  judgment  gives  greater  relief  than  party  is  entitled  to,  remedy  is 
motion  to  modify. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  L.R.A.  108,  on  injunction  against  execution  sale  of  real  es- 
tate owned  by  third  parties. 
—  Injunction  against  improper  use  of  public  funds. 

Cited  in  Winamac  v.  Huddleston,  132  Ind.  217,  31  N.  E.  561,  holding  that  tax- 
payer may  have  enjoined  unauthorized  issue  of  bonds  by  town ;  Alexander  v.  John- 
son, 144  Ind.  82,  41  N.  E.  811,  holding  that  taxpayer  may  have  enjoined  threat- 
ened diversion  of  public  funds. 
Joinder  of  prayer  for  injunction  with  prayers  for  other  relief. 

Cited  in  Richwine  v.  Presbyterian  Church,  135  Ind.  80,  34  N.  E.  737,  holding 
prayer  for  injunction,  properly  united  with  claim  for  recovery  of  land  and  dam- 
ages and  with  prayer  to  quiet  title. 

49  AM.  REP.   786,  R£ICH£RT  v.  GEERS,  98  IND.   78. 
When  one  may  complain  of  another's  use  of  his  property. 

Cited  in  I^ner  v.  People's  Gas  Co.  131  Ind.  408,  31  N.  E.  61,  holding  that  near- 
by property  owner  may  prevent  gas  company  from  accumulating  dangerous  ex- 
plosives upon  its  premises;  Haggart  v.  Stehlin,  137  Ind.  43,  22  L.R.A.  577,  35  N. 
7,  997,  holding  that  saloon  located  in  residential  section  may  be  enjoined  at  suit 
of  persons  whose  property  is  affected;  Kaufman  v.  Stein,  138  Ind.  49,  46  A.  S. 
R.  368,  37  N.  E.  333,  holding  that  one  may  prevent  removal  of  wooden  building 
to  point  within  fire  limits  near  his  property;  Muncie  Pulp  Co.  v.  Martin,  23  Ind. 
App.  658,  55  N.  E.  796,  sustaining  lower  owner's  action  for  damages  against  pro- 
prietor of  factory  emptying  polluting  matters  into  stream. 

Cited  in  notes  in  51  A.  R.  467,  on  factories  or  shops  as  nuisances;  107  A.  8.  R. 
242,  on  hogpens,  tanneries,  slaughterhouses,  rendering  plants,  and  the  like  as  pub- 
lic nuisances;  38  L.R.A.  648,  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  relating  to 
slaughterhouses;  41  L.R.A.  327,  on  injunction  by  municipality  against  nuisancei 
affecting  trade  or  business. 
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49  AM.  REP.  789,  NORWOOD  v.  HARNESS,  98  IND.  184. 
Rights  and  liabilities  of  custodians  of  property. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Mcintosh  v.  Greensdale,  106  Ind.  364,  55  A.  R.  753,  ^ 
N.  E.  926,  holding  that  guardian  may  not  accept  from  his  predecessor  note 
payable  to  latter  individually  for  loan  made  of  ward's  funds;  Slauter  v.  Favor- 
ite, 107  In<t  291,  57  A.  R.  106,  4  N.  E.  880,  holding  that  but  reasonable  care 
is  required  of  guardian  .in  investing  ward's  funds;  Mowbray  v.  Antrim,  123 
Ind.  24,  23  N.  E.  858,  holding  secretary  of  private  corporation  not  insurer  of 
property  coming  into  his  hands. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  5  A.  S.  R.  257;  7  A.  S.  R.  769,— on  liability  of 
executor  or  administrator  for  loss  of  trust  property. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  A.  S.  R.  316,  on  skill  and  diligence  required  of  adminis- 
trator; 9  LJLA.  280,  on  investment  by  trustees. 
—  Right  to  deposit  funds  in  bank. 

Cited  in  Officer  v.  Officer,  120  Iowa,  389,  98  A.  S.  R.  865,  94  N.  W.  947,  holding 
that  executor  may,  as  such,  deposit  trust  funds  in  bank;  Hunt  v.  Hopley,  120 
Iowa,  69.5,  95  N.  W.  205,  holding  that  public  officer  may,  as  such,  make  general 
deposit  of  public  funds  in  bank;  State  v.  Hill,  47  Neb.  456,  66  N.  W.  541,  to 
point  that  trustee  may  deposit  trust  funds  in  bank;  State  v.  Gramm,  7  Wyo. 
329,  40  L.R.A.  690,  52  Pac  533,  holding  state  treasurer  and  his  sureties  not 
liable  for  funds  deposited  in  bank  which  subsequently  failed;  State  ex  rel.  Car- 
roll V.  Coming  State  Sav.  Bank,  136  Iowa,  79,  113  N.  W.  500,  on  distinction 
between  loans  and  deposits;  Re  Kohler,  15  Wash.  613,  55  A.  S.  R.  904,  47  Pac 
30,  holding  executor  not  liable  for  funds  deposited  by  him  as  executor  in  sav- 
ings bank  which  subsequently  failed;  Po\^ell  v.  Hurt,  108  Mo.  607,  17  S.  W. 
985,  to  same  point. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  9  A.  S.  R.  21;  55  A.  S.  R.  906, — on  liability  of 
executors  and  administrators  for  money  lost  through  insolvency  of  bank. 

Cited  in  notes  in  98  A.  S.  R.  372,  on  liability  of  executor  or  administrator 
for  loss  through  failure  of  bank  to  trust  funds  deposited  to  credit  of  trust 
estate;  7  LJl.A.(N.S.)  618,  619,  on  liability  of  executor  or  administrator  for 
loss  of  bank  deposit;  2  E.  R.  C.  186,  on  liability  of  personal  representative  where 
bank  in  which  funds  were  deposited  on  separate  account  fails. 

Distinguished  in  Naltner  v.  Dolan,  108  Ind.  600,  68  A.  R.  61,  8  N.  E.  289^ 
holding  law  firm  depositing  in  bank  in  firm's  name  fimds  collected  for  client, 
liable  therefor  upon  subsequent  failure  of  bank. 

Wlien  personal  representatives  should  be  made  parties. 

Cited  in  Mines  v.  Consolidated  &  Lime  Co.  29  Ind.  App.  563,  64  N.  E.  886^ 
holding  that  personal  representative  of  deceased  partner  is  not  proper  party 
in  action  against  surviving  partner  and  sureties  on  firm's  bond. 

Validity  of  verdict  not  supported  by  evidence. 

Cited  in  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Yung,  113  Ind.  159,  3  A.  S.  R.  630,  15  N. 
E.  220,  to  point  that  verdict  should  not  stand  where  it  is  without  any  evidence 
to  sustain  it;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Juday,  19  Ind.  App.  436,  49  N.  E.  843, 
reversing  judgment  because  of  entire  absence  of  evidence  to  support  verdict 
upon  material  point. 
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49  AM.  KBP.   746,  EXKHART  COUNTY  LODGE  t.  ORARY,   98  IND. 
2S8. 

What  contracts  contravene  public  policy. 

Cited  in  Saxon  ▼.  Wood,  4  Ind.  App.  242,  30  N.  B.  797,  holding  promise  to 
marry  in  consideration  of  sexual  intercourse,  void;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  ▼.  Miller, 
172  Ind.  27,  87  N.  E.  823,  18  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1146,  holding  contracts  which 
have  tendency  to  suppress  competition  contrary  to  public  policy. 
—  Contracts  affecting  public  officers  and  public  matters. 

Cited  in  Crichfield  ▼.  Bermudez  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  174  Dl.  466,  42  L.R.A. 
347,  51  N.  E.  552  (affirming  62  111.  App.  221),  holding  contract  of  employment 
looking  to  procurement  of  paving  legislation  with  compensation  contingent  upon 
success,  void;  Brown  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  137  Ind.  655,  24  L.R.A.  206,  37  N.  E. 
158,  holding  contracts  tending  to  subordinate  public  welfare  to  individual  gain, 
imenforceable;  Conner  v.  Canter,  15  Ind.  App.  690,  44  N.  E.  656,  holding  agree- 
ment of  candidate  for  public  office  to  appoint,  if  elected,  another  his  deputy, 
void;  Chicago,  L  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern  I.  R.  Co.  38  Ind.  App.  234,  70  N.  E. 
S43,  holding  contract  hampering  railroad  in  the  location  of  its  side-tracks,  void ; 
Collier  Shovel  &  Stamping  Co.  v.  Washington,  38  Ind.  App.  370,  76  N.  E.  122, 
holding  bond  by  manufacturing  company  to  city  conditioned  upon  its  main- 
taining its  plant  there  for  certain  period  in  consideration  of  bonus  granted  by 
city,  void;  McNay  v.  Lowell,  41  Ind.  App.  627,  84  N.  E.  778,  holding  that  public 
policy  forbids  public  officers  to  employ  one  of  their  own  number;  William  Deer- 
ing  &  Co.  V.  Cunningham,  63  Kan.  174,  54  L.RA.  410,  65  Pac.  263,  holding 
contract  looking  to  procurement  of  pardon  by  use  of  personal  influence,  void; 
Edgerly  v.  Hale,  71  N.  H.  138,  51  Atl.  679,  holding  contract  under  which  sheriff's 
right  to  compensation  for  service  of  the  writs  was  contingent  upon  result  of 
the  action,  void;  Hare  v.  Phaup,  23  Okla.  575,  101  Pac.  1050;  Edwards  v.  Golda- 
boro,  141  N.  C.  60,  4  L.RJl.(N.S.)  589,  53  S.  E.  652,  8  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  479,— 
holding  contract  by  city  to  locate  public  buildings  at  certain  place  in  consid- 
eration of  donation  toward  the  expense,  void;  Cobb  v.  Wm.  Eenerick  Co.  23 
Okla.  440,  100  Pac.  545;  McGuffin  v.  Coyle,  16  Okla.  648,  6  LJl.A.(N.S.)  524, 
85  Pac  954, — holding  note  payable  to  agent  of  railroad  individually  on  condition 
that  railroad  be  built  to  certain  place,  void;  Madison  County  v.  Alexander,  116 
Tenn.  685,  94  S.  W.  604,  holding  that  member  of  county  court  may  not  recover 
for  supplies  furnished  by  him  to  county  workhouse;  Chippewa  Valley  &  S.  R. 
Co.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  N.  &  0.  R.  Co.  75  Wis.  224,  6  LJI.A.  601,  44  N.  W.  17, 
holding  contract  by  railroad  to  make  no  effort  to  obtain  grant  of  public  land, 
but  to  aid  another  railroad  to  obtain  a  grant  and  to  share  therein,  void;  Houlton 
V.  Nichol,  93  Wis.  393,  57  A.  S.  R.  928,  33  L.RA.  166,  67  N.  W.  715,  to  point 
that  agreements  tending  to  procure  governmental  action  through  use  of  per- 
sonal  influence  are  void. 

Cited  in  note  in  30  L.R.A.  741,  on  validity  of  contract  to  procure  legislation. 

Distinguished  in  Feamley  v.  De  Mainville,  5  Colo.  App.  441,  39  Pac.  73,  sus- 
taining contract  by  one  party  to  pay  another  certain  sum  in  consideration  of 
latter's  leasing  his  building  for  post  office  at  nominal  rental;  Corns  v.  Clouser, 
137  Ind.  201,  36  N.  E.  848,  sustaining  private  contract  involving  vacation  of 
public  highway. 
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49  AM.   REP.    752,   TERRE  HAUTE  &  I.  R.   CO.   ▼.  McMURRAY,    98 

IND.  858. 
Liability  for  medical  services,  nursing,  etc.,  furnished  third  person  — 

Liability  of  railroad  company  generally. 

Cited  in  Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  126  Ind.  99,  9  LJRA.  503, 
25  N.  E.  878,  holding  railroad  liable  to  surgeon  employed  by  general  superin- 
tendent to  treat  person  struck  by  train. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Hoover,  53  Ark.  377,  13  S.  W. 
1092,  holding  that  railroad  conductor  cannot  bind  company  to  pay  for  medical 
services  furnished  to  person  injured  on  road  unless  of  "emergency"  nature. 
—  Liability  of  railroad  company  for  surgeon  attending  employee. 

Cited  as  leading  case  in  Hunt  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  163  Ind.  106,  71  N.  E.  195, 
holding  that  conductor's  right  to  bind  railroad  for  services  performed  for  in- 
jured employee  exists  only  in  cases  of  emergency. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  121  Ind.  353,  6  L.RA.  320, 
22  N.  E.  775;  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Early,  141  Ind.  73,  28  L.R.A.  546,  40  N.  E. 
257, — holding  that  railroad's  duty  to  provide  medical  attendance  for  injured 
brakeman  arises  and  expires  with  the  emergency;  Chicago,  P.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kane,  65  111.  App.  276,  holding  railroad  liable  to  one  employed  by  trainmaster 
to  nurse  injured  employee;  Evansville  &  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Freeland,  4  Ind.  App. 
207,  30  N.  E.  803,  holding  railroad  liable  for  "emergency  services"  of  physician 
employed  by  conductor  and  railroad  surgeon  to  attend  injured  employee;  Toledo, 
St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Myiott,  6  Ind.  App.  438,  33  N.  E.  135,  holding  railroad 
liable  for  board,  etc.,  to  keeper  of  house  to  which  conductor  had  injured  brake- 
man  removed;  Bedford  Belt  R.  Co.  v.  McDonald,  17  Ind.  App.  492,  60  A.  S.  R. 
172,  46  N.  E.  1022  (earlier  appeal  in  12  Ind.  App.  620,  40  N.  E.  821),  holding 
railroad  liable  to  surgeon  employed  by  its  general  officers  to  attend  injured 
employee. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  49  A.  K  770,  on  authority  of  conductor  to  employ 
surgeon  for  woimded  brakeman. 

Cited  in  notes  in  20  L.R.A.  695,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  on  contract 
by  conductor  for  medical  services  for  employee  or  other  third  persons;  4  L.R^. 
(N.S.)  64,  on  exercise  by  agents  of  railway  company  in  case  of  special  emergency 
of  employer's  power  to  defray  medical  expenses  of  injured  servants. 

Distinguished  in  Sevier  v.  Birmingham,  S.  &  T.  R.  Co.  92  Ala.  258,  9  So.  405, 
holding  that  ordinarily  conductor  may  not  bind  railroad  to  pay  for  surgical 
attendance  upon  injured  employee;  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Brown,  107  Ind. 
336,  8  N.  E.  218,  holding  that  conductor  may  not  authorize  surgeon  called  to 
treat  injured  employee  to  employ  other  surgeons;  Chicago  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Beh- 
rens,  9  Ind.  App.  575,  37  N.  E.  26,  holding  railroad,  not  liable  to  one  to  whose 
house  railroad  surgeon  removed  employee  not  shown  to  have  been  injured  in  its 
service;  Marks  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  41  App.  Div.  66,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  210,  upon 
point  that  railroad  is  liable  to  surgeon  employed  by  conductor  to  attend  injured 
brakeman. 

Disapproved  in  Peninsular  R.  Co.  v.  Gary,  22  Fla.  356,  1  A.  S.  R.  194,  hold- 
ing railroad,  not  liable  to  surgeon  employed  by  roadmaster  and  conductor  to 
attend  injured  employee. 
—  Liability  of  employer  generally. 

Cited  in  Cushman  v.  Cloverland  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  170  Ind.  402,  127  A.  S.  R, 
891,  16  L.RA..(N.S.)  1078,  84  N.  E.  759,  holding  officers  of  commercial  corpora- 
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tions  without  power  to  employ  physicians  to  attend  injured  employees;  Bond 
V.  Hurd,  31  Mont.  314,  78  Pac.  579,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Gas.  566,  to  point  that  mas- 
ter's liability  for  medical  service  furnished  injured  servant  rests  upon  ground 
of  emergency;  Weinsberg  v.  St.  Louis  Cordage  Co.  135  Mo.  App.  553,  116  S.  W. 
461,  holding  president  of  manufacturing  company  has  emergency  power  to 
employ  surgeon  to  operate  upon  employee  injured  in  performance  of  his  duty; 
Salter  ▼.  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.  79  Neb.  373,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  545,  112  N.  W.  660, 
holding  telephone  company  liable  only  for  ''emergency  services"  of  surgeon,  em- 
ployed by  foreman  to  attend  injured  •  lineman. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  50  A.  S.  R.  319,  on  duty  of  employer  to  furnish 
medical  aid  to  injured  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  in  28  LJI.A.  548,  on  duty  of  master  to  fiurnish  medical  aid  to 
servant;  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  53,  on  master's  duty  to  provide  medical  assistance 
for  servants. 

Distinguished  in  Chaplin  v.  Freeland,  7  Ind.  App.  676,  34  N.  E.  1007,  holdinj^ 
proprietor  of  factory,  not  liable  to  surgeon  called  by  foreman  and  manager  to 
treat  injured  employee;  New  Pittsburgh  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Shaley,  25  Ind.  App. 
282,  58  N.  E.  87,  holding  coal  company,  not  liable  to  physician  employed  by 
its  local  manager  to  attend  injured  employee;  Godshaw  v.  Struck,  109  Ky.  285,  51 
LJRwA.  668,  58  S.  W.  781,  holding  master,  not  liable  to  physician  employed  by 
foreman  in  charge  of  carpenter  work  to  attend  employee  struck  by  brick;  King 
v.  Forbes  Lithograph  Mfg.  Co.  183  Mass.  301,  67  N.  E.  330,  holding  that  super- 
intendent, having  power  to  hire  and  discharge  employees,  cannot  bind  company 
to  pay  for  medical  treatment  of  employee  injured  by  machinery;  Holmes  v.  Mc- 
Allister, 123  Mich.  493,  48  LJI.A.  396,  82  N.  W.  220,  holding  proprietor  of  laun- 
dry, not  liable  to  physician  summoned  by  foreman  to  attend  injured  employee. 
Ratification  of  conductor's  employment  of  surgeon. 

Cited  in  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Stockwell,  118  Ind.  98,  20  N.  E.  650,  hold- 
ing railroad's  failure,  upon  being  notified,  to  disaffirm  contract  made  by  conductor 
with  physician,  a  ratification  thereof. 

Duty  owed  by  railroad  company  to  helpless  persons. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis,  P.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Pitzer,  109  Ind.  179,  58  A.  R.  387,  6 
N.  E.  310;  Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  120  Ind.  469,  16  A.  S.  R. 
334,  6  L.R.A.  241,  22  N.  E.  340,— holding  that  railroad  must  do  what  humanity 
requires  where  it  acts  with  knowledge  of  another's  helpless  condition. 
lilability  of  railroad  company  for  torts  of  its  physician. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  141  Ind.  83,  50  A.  S.  R. 
313,  27  L,R.A.  840,  40  N.  E.  138,  holding  railroad  employing  competent  physician 
to  attend  gratuitously  its  injured  employees,  not  liable  for  his  torts. 
Authority  of  officers,  agents  and  employees  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  McKee,  99  Ind.  519,  50  A.  R.  102,  hold- 
ing railroad  employing  agent  to  arrest  persons  obstructing  its  road,  liable  to 
innocent  person  arrested  by  him;  Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Carper,  112  Ind. 
326,  2  A.  S.  R.  144,  13  N.  E.  122,  holding  railroad,  not  responsible  for  instruc- 
tions given  by  conductor  to  passenger  as  to  how  to  proceed  after  leaving  train; 
Indianapolis  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Barnes,  35  Ind.  App.  485,  74  N.  E.  583,  to  point  that 
conductor  is,  as  to  management  of  train,  company's  general  agent;  Raines  v. 
Coos  Bay  Nav.  Co.  45  Or.  307,  77  Pac.  400,  submitting  to  jury  question  of  power 
of  general  manager  of  corporation  to  issue  notes  to  release  it  from  pressing  de- 
Am.  Rep.  Vol.  XIX.— 53. 
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mands;  Heinrich  v.  Pittsbiirg  R.  Co.  36  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  612,  holding  that  inspector 
of  street  railway  company  has  authority  to  contract  with  undertaker  to  take 
and  bury  body  of  person  killed  on  its  track;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  y.  Ginley, 
100  Tenn.  472,  45  S.  W.  345,  holding  that  conductor  may  in  cases  of  emergency 
employ  servants  for  railroad. 

Cited  in  note  in  60  A.  R.  881,  on  master's  liability  for  wilful  assault  of  serv- 
ant in  course  of  employment. 
Right  of  physician  without  license  to  recover  for  his  services. 

Cited  in  Adams  County  v.  Cole,  9  Ind.  App.  474,  36  N.  E.  912,  holding  that  phy- 
sician practicing  without  county  license  may  only  recover  for  "emergency  serv- 
ices." 
Doctrine  of  imputable  negligence. 

Cited  in  Brannen  v.  Kokomo,  G.  &  J.  Gravel  Road  Co.  115  Ind.  115,  7  A.  S.  R. 
411,  17  N.  E.  202;  Knightstown  v.  Musgrove,  116  Ind.  121,  9  A.  S.  R.  827,  18 
N.  E.  452, — holding  negligence  of  driver  of  vehicle,  not  imputable  to  one  passively 
riding  therein. 

49  AM.  REP.  764,  STONER  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  CO.  98  IND.  384. 
What  is  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  acero  &  P.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Meixner,  160  111.  320,  31  LJLA.  331,  43 
N.  E.  823,  holding  it  not  negligence  per  se  to  board  moving  electric  car;  Chi- 
cago &  J.  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Lloyd,  129  111.  App.  156,  holding  same  as  to  alight- 
ing from  moving  street  car. 

Distinguished  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Wade,  18  Ind.  App.  346,  48 
N.  E.  12,  upon  point  that  it  is  not  negligence  for  passenger  to  board  train  at 
place  other  than  station  platform. 
Burden  of  proof  upon  question  of  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  11  Ind.  App.  488,  88  N.  E.  343, 
holding  that  plaintiff  has  burden  of  proving  absence  of  contributory  negligence. 
When  question  of  negligence  is  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cheek,  152  Ind.  663,  53  N.  E.  641,  holding  that 
case  is  one  for  jury  where  inference  as  to  negligence  is  doubtfuL 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  1  A.  S.  R.  680,  as  to  when  contributory  negligence 
is  question  for  jury;  2  A.  S.  R.  349,  on  contributory  negligence  as  question  of 
fact  or  law;  2  A.  S.  R.  546,  on  negligence  as  question  of  fact  for  jury. 
Requirement  that  passengers  procure  ticket  before  entering  train. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Beckett,  11  Ind.  App.  547,  39  N.  E. 
429,  holding  that  only  regular  ticket  fare  may  be  demanded  of  passenger  who 
failed  to  procure  ticket  before  entering  train  because  of  railroad's  neglect; 
Brown  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  38  Kan.  634,  16  Pac  942,  holding  that 
where  ticket-oflace  is  closed,  one  may  ride  upon  train  upon  offering  to  pay  usual 
fare. 

49  AM.  KEP.  770,  liOUISVUiliE,  E.  A  ST.  li.  R.  OO.  ▼.  McVAT,  9S  IND. 

391. 
Authority  of  officers,  agents  and  employees  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  Raleigh  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Pullman  Co.  122  Ga.  700,  50  S.  E.  1008,  hold- 
ing that  railroad's  general  manager  may  bind  it  by  contract  to  repair  sleeping- 
cars  used  on  its  road;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Foster,  104  Ind.  293,  54 
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A.  R.  319,  4  N.  E.  20,  holding  railroad,  liable  for  loss  of  baggage  received  by 
baggageman  contrary  to  rule  of  company;  National  State  Bank  v.  Vigo  County 
Nat.  Bank,  141  Ind.  352,  50  A.  S.  R.  330,  40  N.  E.  799,  to  point  that  directors 
may,  by  resolution  or  acquiescence,  vest  president  with  authority  to  act  as  cor- 
poration's chief  executive  officer;  Cushman  v.  Cloverland  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  170 
Ind.  402,  127  A.  S.  R.  391,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1078,  84  N.  E.  759,  holding  that  pres- 
idents of  corporations  have  only  such  powers  as  are  given  to  them  by  law,  or 
by  their  boards  of  directors;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  25 
Ind.  App.  164,  56  N.  E.  101,  to  point  that  agent's  duties  must  be  known  before 
any  presumption  as  to  his  authority  may  be  drawn  therefrom;  Indianapolis  Sl 
E.  R.  Co.  v.. Barnes,  35  Ind.  App.  485,  74  N.  E.  583,  holding  that  general  author- 
ity of  railroad  conductor  may  be  inferred  from  his  known  duties;  Edwards  v. 
Carson  Water  Co.  21  Nev.  469,  34  Pac.  381  (dissenting  opinion),  to  point  that 
as  respects  the  pu'blic,  the  board  of  trustees  is  the  corporation. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  99  A.  D.  627,  on  board  of  directors  as  representative 
of  the  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  in  60  A.  R.  883,  on  liability  of  master  for  wilful  assault  of 
servant  outside  course  of  employment;  54  A.  S.  R.  76,  on  servant's  implied  au- 
thority to  perform  particular  acts;  2  LJI.A.  811,  on  basis  of  principal's  liability 
for  agent's  act. 

—  To  employ  surgeon  for  injured  employee  generally. 

Cited  in  New  Pittsburgh  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Shaley,  25  Ind.  App.  282,  58  N.  E. 
87,  holding  coal  company,  not  liable  to  physician  employed  by  local  manager 
to  attend  injured  employee;  Weinsberg  v.  St.  Louis  Cordage  Co.  135  Mo.  App. 
553,  116  S.  W.  461,  holding  that  president  of  manufacturing  corporation  has  emer- 
gency power  to  employ  surgeon  to  operate  upon  injured  employee. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  L.R.A.  697,  on  contracts  made  by  agent  generally  for  med- 
ical services  for  employee  or  other  third  person. 

Distinguished  in  Chaplin  v.  Freeland,  7  Ind.  App.  676,  34  N.  E.  1007,  holding 
proprietor  of  factory,  not  liable  to  surgeon  called  by  foreman  and  general  man- 
ager to  treat  injured  employee. 

—  To  employ  surgeon  for  injured  employee  of  railroad  company. 
Cit^d  in  Sevier  v.  Birmingham,  S.  &  T.  R.  Co.  92  Ala.  258, 9  So.  405,  holding  that 

ordinarily  conductor  may  not  employ  surgeon  to  treat  injured  brakeman;  Torre 
Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Brown,  107  Ind.  336,  8  N.  E.  218,  holding  railroad,  not  liable  to 
assistants  employed  by  surgeon,  whom  conductor  had  employed  to  treat  injured 
employee;  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Mylott,  6  Ind.  App.  438,  33  N.  E.  135, 
holding  that  conductor  may,  in  cases  of  emergency,  bind  railroad  by  contracts 
for  board,  etc.  of  injured  employee;  Bedford  Belt  R.  Co.  v.  McDonald,  17  Ind. 
App.  492,  60  A.  S.  R.  172,  46  N.  E.  1022  (earlier  appeal  in  12  Ind.  App.  620,  40 
N.  E.  821),  holding  railroad,  liable  to  surgeon  employed  by  its  general  officers 
to  attend  injured  employee. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  57  A.  R.  160,  on  authority  of  railroad  superintendent 
to  employ  physician  for  injured  passenger. 

Cited  in  note  in  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  59,  61,  on  exercise  by  agents  of  railway  com- 
panies of  employer's  power  to  defray  medical  expenses  of  injured  servants  in 
eases  where  there  is  no  special  emergency. 

Distinguished  in  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  McMurray,  98  Ind.  358,  49  A.  R. 
752,  holding  railroad,  liable  for  "emergency  services"  of  surgeon  employed  by  con  • 
ductor  to  attend  injured  employee;  Chicago  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Behrens,  9  Ind.  App. 
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575,  37  N.  E.  26,  holding  railroad,  not  liable  to  one  to  whose  house  railroad  sur- 
geon removed  employee  not  shown  to  have  been  injured  in  its  service;  Marks  v^ 
Rochester  R.  CJo.  41  App.  Div.  66,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  210,  upon  point  that  general 
manager  may  bind  raiboad  by  contracts  for  nursing,  etc.  of  injured  employee^. 

Disapproved  in  Peninsular  R.  Co.  y.  Gary,  22  Fla.  356,  1  A.  S.  R.  194,  holding 
railroad,  not  liable  to  surgeon  employed  by  roadmaster  and  conductor  to  treat 
injured  employee. 

—  To  employ  surgeon  for  person  injured  by  railroad  train  generally. 
Cited  in  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Hoover,  53  Ark.  377,  13  S.  W.  1092,  hold- 
ing that  ordinarily  subordinate  agents  of  railroad  may  not  employ  surgeon  to 
attend  person  injured  by  train;  Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co.  y.  Davis,  126 
Ind.  99,  9  LJI.A.  503,  25  N.  E.  878,  holding  railroad,  liable  to  surgeon  employed 
by  general  superintendent  to  treat  person  struck  by  train;  Hunt  v.  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  163  Ind.  106,  71  N.  E.  195,  holding  that  authority  of  conductor  to  employ 
surgeon  exists  only  in  eases  of  emergency;  Wills  v.  International  &  G.  N.  R. 
Co.  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  58,  92  S.  W.  273,  holding  that  conductor  had  no  authority 
to  employ  physician  to  attend  trespasser,  who  had  been  nm  over  by  train  ow- 
ing to  his  negligence. 

Relation  back  of  ratification  of  agent's  9Ct. 

Cited  in  United  States  Exp.  Co.  v.  Rauson,  166  Ind.  215,  6  N.  E.  337,  holding 
that  ratification  of  agent's  act  relates  back  to  time  of  its  performance. 

49  AM.  REP.  780,  CARTER  ▼.  liOUISVUiliE,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  CO.  98  IND. 

552. 
liiability  of  railroads  for  injuries  to  trespassers. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  112  Ind.  250,  14  N.  E.  70,  to 
point  that  railroad  is  liable  to  trespasser  injured  through  its  recklessness;  Pitts- 
burgh, C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Ferrell,  39  Ind.  App.  515,  78  N.  E.  988  (dissenting 
opinion),  to  point  that  for  gross  negligence  or  recklessness,  railroad  is  liable  to 
trespasser. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  77  A.  S.  R.  832,  on  scope  of  authority  of  railroad 
employee. 

—  Trespassers  on  train. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  123  Iowa,  224,  98  N.  W. 
642,  holding  railroad,  liable  to  trespasser  thrown  from  moving  train  by  brake- 
man;  Pierce  v.  North  Carolina  R.  Co.  124  N.  C.  83,  44  LJl.A.  316,  32  S.  E.  399, 
holding  railroad,  liable  where  brakeman  caused  boy  to  jump  from  tender  of 
engine  by  throwing  coal  at  him;  Polatty  v.  Charleston  &  W.  C.  R.  Co.  67  S.  C. 
891,  100  A.  S.  R.  750,  45  S.  E.  932,  holding  railroad,  liable  where  engiueer  causeil 
trespasser  to  fall  from  mail  car  by  throwing  coal  at  him;  Galveston.  H.  &  S. 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Zantzinger,  93  Tex.  64,  77  A.  S.  R.  829,  47  L.RJV.  282,  53  S.  W.  379, 
holding  railroad  responsible  for  conduct  of  engineer  in  ejecting  trespasser  from 
footboard  of  locomotive. 

Cited  in  reference  notes  in  77  A.  S.  R.  832,  on  liability  for  ejecting  trespasser 
from  train;  100  A.  S.  R.  755,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  for  expelling  tres- 
passer in  reckless  or  wanton  manner. 

Cited  in  notes  in  27  L.R.A.  170,  on  master's  liability  for  negligent  ejection  from 
train  by  servant  within  scope  of  employment;  13  LJl.A.(N.S.)  364,  on  righta 
and  duty  of  railroad  company  as  to  ejecting  trespassers  from  moving  train; 
13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  367,  on  authority  of  employee  to  eject  trespassers  from  moving 
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train;   13  L.RA.(N.S.)    370,  on  malicious  ejection  of  trespasser  from  moving 
train. 

Distinguished  in  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Peterson,  144  Ind.  214,  42  N.  E. 
480,  holding  that  plaintifif  has  burden  of  showing  that  brakeman  upon  freight 
train  has  authority  to  eject  trespassers;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Brackman, 
78  111.  App.  141,  holding  same;  Bolin  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  108  Wis. 
^33,  81  A.  S.  R.  911,  84  N.  W.  446,  holding  railroad,  not  liable  to  trespasser  in- 
jured in  jumping  from  train  upon  command  of  trainman. 
liiability  of  master  for  torts  of  servant. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  6  Ind.  App.  202,  33  N.  E.  219, 
holding  union  station  company,  liable  for  assault  of  gateman  upon  one  about 
to  pass  through  gates  to  train;  Davis  v.  Houghtellin,  33  Neb.  582,  14  L.R.A. 
737,  50  N.  W.  765,  holding  master,  not  liable  for  wilful  torts  of  servant  com- 
mitted beyond  scope  of  his  employment. 

Cited  in  notes  in  60  A.  R.  881,  on  master's  liability  for  wilful  assault  of  serv- 
ant in  course  of  employment;  88  A.  S.  R.  796,  on  liability  of  principal  in  tort 
for  assault  and  battery  by  agent;  45  L.RA.  89,  on  rule  of  proximate  cause  in 
•case  of  acts  directly  malicious  or  wilful;  17  E.  R.  C.  282,  on  liability  of  master 
for  wrongful  acts  of  servant  within  scope  of  authority. 
—  Railroad  company. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  124  Ind.  394,  24  N.  E.  753, 
holding  railroad,  not  liable  to  one  assaulted  while  on  freight  train  by  agent  not 
acting  within  scope  of  his  authority;  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Willoeby,  134 
Ind.  563,  33  N.  E.  627,  holding  railway,  liable  for  wilful  injury  inflicted  by  con- 
ductor in  ejecting  person  from  car;  Stewart  v.  Cary  Lumber  Co.  146  N.  C.  47,  59 
S.  E.  545,  holding  owner  of  train,  liable  for  operatives'  wanton  blowing  of  engine 
whistle  to  frighten  plaintiff's  mule. 

Cited  in  note  in  17  E.  R.  C.  278,  on  liability  of  carrier  for  servant's  acts. 

Distinguished  in  Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Carper,  112  Ind.  26,  2  A.  S.  R. 
144,  13  N.  E.  122,  holding  railroad  not  responsible  for  conductor's  improperly 
directing  passenger  how  to  proceed  after  leaving  train. 
Meaning  of  term  "wllfuL" 

Cited  in  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nash,  1  Ind.  App.  298,  27  N.  E.  564, 
holding  that  a  "wilful"  killing  is  an  "intentional"  killing. 

49  AM.  REP.  792,  SOUTH  BEND  v.  HARDY,  98  Ind.  57  7. 
Impeachment  of  witnesses. 

Cited  in  Dotterer  v.  State,  172  Ind.  357,  30  L.RA.(N.S.)  846,  88  N.  E.  689; 
Parker  v.  State,  136  Ind.  284,  35  N.  E.  1105,— holding  that  extent  to  which  ac- 
cused may  be  cross-examined  upon  past  misconduct  is  largely  discretionary  with 
trial  court;  Wright  v.  Craw  fords  ville,  142  Ind.  636,  42  N.  E.  227,  holding  that 
defendant  in  action  for  wrongful  death  may,  upon  question  of  damages,  prove 
acts  of  intoxication  upon  part  of  decedent;  Walker  v.  Johnson,  6  Ind.  App.  600, 
33  N.  E.  267,  holding  that  trial  court  hsis  liberal  discretion  in  limiting  cross- 
examination  tending  to  bring  out  cumulative  evidence;  Baehner  v.  State,  25 
Ind.  App.  597,  58  N.  E.  741,  holding  that  witness  may  not,  when  claiming  hi,-» 
privilege,  be  cross-examined  upon  matters  tending  to  incriminate  him;  Citizens' 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Heath,  29  Ind.  App.  395,  62  N.  E.  107,  holding  that  cross-exam- 
ination upon  collateral  issues  is  matter  largely  discretionary  with  trial  court; 
Spencer  v.  Robbins,  106  Ind.  580,  5  N.  E.  726;  Shotts  v.  McKinney,  39  Ind.  App. 
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101,  79  N.  E.  219, — ^holding  same  as  to  cross-examination  upon  colfateral  mat- 
ters tending  to  disgrace  witness;  Blough  v.  Parry,  144  Ind.  463,  40  N.  E.  70,  to 
same  point;  Terre  Haute  Electric  Co.  v.  Watson,  33  Ind.  App.  124,  70  N.  E.  993, 
holding  that  extent  to  which  cross-examination  may  go  in  testing  expert  wit- 
ness's knowledge,  is  largely  discretionary  with  court;  Hess  ▼.  Redding,  2  Ind. 
App.  199,  28  N.  E.  234,  holding  evidence  that  witness  had  previously  made 
statements,  inconsistent  with  his  testimony,  admissible. 

Cited  in  notes  in  82  A.  S.  R.  32,  on  impeachment  of  witness  by  proof  of  char- 
acter; 14  L.ILA.(N.S.)  750,  on  evidence  of  specific  instances  to  prove  character 
of  child  in  parent's  action  for  tort;  11  E.  R.  0.  158,  on  method  of  impeaching 
witnjess. 
What  are  deemed  collateral  matters  upon  cross  examination. 

Cited  in  Ford  v.  State,  112  Ind.  373,  14  N.  E.  241,  holding  that  fact  is  not 
collateral  if  cross-examiiiing  party  may  prove  it  as  part  of  his  own  case. 

Cited  in  note  in  88  A.  D.  322,  323,  on  inquiry  on  collateral  and  irrelevant  mat> 
ter  for  purpose  of  discrediting  witness. 
Wben  it  is  negligence  to  encounter  known  danger. 

Cited  in  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Pinchin,  112  Ind.  592,  13  N.  E.  677, 
holding  it  negligence  for  one  to  pass  between  cars  of  freight  train  standing  tem- 
porarily across  street;  Huntingburgh  v.  First,  22  Ind.  App.  66,  53  N.  E.  246, 
holding  that  one  may  use  sidewalk  known  to  be  dangerous  if  he  uses  care  pro- 
portionate to  the  danger;  Salem  v.  Walker,  16  Ind.  App.  687,  46  N.  E.  90,  to 
same  effect. 

Cited  in  notes  in  4  LJI.A.  213,  as  to  whether  knowledge  of  defect  in  highway 
is  proof  of  negligence;  4  LJI.A.  214,  on  effect  of  voluntary  assumption  of  known 
risk. 

Distinguished  in  Gosport  v.  Evans,  112  Ind.  133,  2  A.  S.  R.  164,  13  N.  E.  256, 
holding  it  negligence  for  one  to  voluntarily  encounter  known  defect  in  sidewalk; 
Bedford  v.  Neal,  143  Ind.  425,  41  N.  E.  1029;  Boswell  v.  Wakley,  149  Ind.  64,  4S 
N.  E.  637, — ^holding  one  failing  to  use  care  to  avoid  danger  in  using  sidewalk 
known  to  be  dangerous,  guilty  of  negligence. 

49  AM.  REP.  800,  JORDAN  v.  AliABAMA  G.  S.  R.  CO.  74  AliA.  85. 

liiability  of  corporations  in  actions  of  tort. 

Cited  in  Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Smith,  76  Ala.  572,  52  A.  R.  353,  holding 
that  corporation  may  be  liable  for  tort  committed  in  connection  with  ultra  vires 
act;  Jefferson  County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ebom,  84  Ala.  629,  4  So.  386,  holding  corpo- 
ration, liable  in  exemplary  damages  for  maliciously  and  wrongfully  suing  out 
attachment;  Southern  Car  &  Foundry  Co.  v.  Adams,  131  Ala.  147,  32  So.  503,. 
holding  that  corporations  are  responsible  in  actions  for  malicious  prosecutions 
the  same  as  natural  persons;  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Boyce,  36  Kan.  350,  50 
A.  R.  571,  13  Pac.  609,  holding  that  corporation  may  be  liable  in  exemplary 
damages  in  action  for  false  imprisonment;  Rivers  v.  Yazoo  A  M.  R.  Co.  90  Miss. 
396,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  931,  43  So.  471,  holding  that  corporation  liable  for  slander 
spoken  by  agent  while  acting  within  scope  of  his  employment;  Singer  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Taylor,  160  Ala.  574,  124  A.  S.  R.  90,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  929,  43  So.  210,  holding 
contra;  Willard  v.  Holmes,  2  Misc.  303,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  998,  holding  that  action 
for  malicious  prosecution  lies  against  corporations. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  2  A.  S.  R.  317,  on  liability  of  corporations  for  torts. 

Cited  in  notes  in  26  A.  S.  R.  131,  on  liability  of  corporations  for  malicious 
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prosecutions;  88  A.  S.  R.  788,  on  liability  of  corporation  in  tort  for  acts  of 
agents  within  scope  of  employment;  59  A.  S.  R.  590,  on  liability  of  corporation  for 
exemplary  damages;  37  L.  ed.  U.  S.  100,  as  to  when  railroads  or  other  corpora- 
tions are  liable  for  punitive  or  exemplary  damages;  16  E.  R.  C.  756,  on  right  to 
maintain  action  for  malicious  prosecution  against  corporation. 

—  Of  partnerships. 

Cited  in  Atlantic  Glass  Co.  v.  Paulk,  83  Ala.  404,  3  So.  800,  holding  that  action 
for  libel  lies  against  partnership. 

Cited  in  note  in  51  L.R.A.  465,  468,  on  liability  of  partnership  for  torts. 

49  AM.  REP.  804,  TABOR  ▼.  PETERS,  74  AliA.  90. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Young  y.  Amtze,  86  Ala.  116,  5  So.  253. 
Representations  and  warranties  by  vendor. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Freeman,  79  Ala.  406,  upon  question  as  to  what  representa- 
tions of  vendor  may  be  availed  of  by  vendee;  Crooker  v.  White,  162  Ala.  476,  50 
S.  E.  227;  Moses  v.  Katzenberger,  84  Ala.  95,  4  So.  237,— holding  that  for  ex- 
pression of  mere  opinion  to  be  fraudulent  it  must  be  known  to  be  false  and 
be  made  with  intention  of  deceiving  vendee;  Griel  v.  Lomax,  86  Ala.  132,  5  So. 
326,  holding  oral  evidence  of  warranty,  where  written  contract  contains  none, 
inadmissible  in  actions  ex  contractu;  Meeks  ▼.  Gamer,  93  Ala.  17,  11  L.R.A.  196, 
8  So.  378,  holding  that  false  and  fraudulent  misrepresentations  must  be  of  ma- 
terial facts  to  be  availed  of  by  vendee;  Moncriel  v.  Wilkinson,  93  Ala.  373,  9 
So.  159,  holding  that  purchaser  relying  on  seller's  statement  that  mule  is  all 
right  may  recover  to  extent  that  its  value  is  diminished  by  latent  defect ;  Hooper 
V.  Whitaker,  130  Ala.  324,  30  So.  355,  holding  that  misrepresentations  of  seller 
constitute  no  fraud  as  to  one  familiar  with  the  facts;  J.  F.  Hartin  Commission 
Co.  V.  Pelt,  76  Ark.  177,  88  S.  W.  929,  refusing  to  imply  a  warranty  where,  upon 
sale  of  goods  by  description,  seller  expressly  refused  to  warrant;  W.  T.  Adams 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Turner,  162  Ala.  351,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  28,  50  S.  E.  308;  Scott  v. 
Geiser  Mfg.  Co.  70  Kan.  500,  80  Pac.  955, — ^holding  that  obvious  defects  are  not 
included  in  general  warranty. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  6  A.  S.  R.  124,  on  patent  and  latent  defects  in 
articles  sold. 

Cited  in  notes  in  35  L.R.A.  426,  on  expression  of  false  opinion  as  fraud;  24 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  239,  on  failure  to  inspect  or  test  as  waiver  of  express  warranty. 

—  Upon  sale  of  patent. 

Cited  in  Bain  v.  Withey,  107  Ala.  223,  18  So.  217,  holding  that  purchaser  who 
examines  patented  article  may  not  rely  on  seller's  statement  that  it  is  "valuable 
and  useful  improvement;"  Spreckles  v.  Gorrill,  152  Cal.  383,  92  Pac.  1011,  hold- 
ing that  representations  as  to  ownership  of  patent  and  novelty  of  device  are 
matters  of  fact  and  not  of  opinion;  Sweeney  v.  Patterson,  25  Nev.  411,  62  Pac.  1, 
holding  that  purchaser  may  rely  on  seller's  representations  as  to  what  patent 
right  covers,  and  need  not  examine  patent  office  records. 

Cited  in  note  in  37  L.R.A.  613,  on  right  to  rely  on  representations  as  to  patents 
made  to  effect  contract  as  basis  for  charge  of  fraud. 

49  AM.  REP.  809,  WOLFPE  ▼.  EBERIiEIN,   74  ALA,  99. 

Actions  for  debts  discharged  in  bankruptcy  and  revived  by  new  promise. 

Cited  in  Torry  v.  Krauss,  149  Ala.  200,  43  So.  184,  holding  that  creditor  may 
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sue  on  bankrupt's  new  promise^  or  on  the  original  debt  and  reply  the  new  promiae 
to  plea  of  discharge. 

Cited  in  notes  in  78  A.  S.  R.  47,  on  assignability  of  judgments  at  common 
law  and  under  statutes;  64  L.R.A.  609,  on  who  is  real  party  in^ interest  in  case  of 
judgments  within  meaning  of  statutes  defining  parties  by  whom  action  must  be 
brought. 
ReviTal  of  barred  debts. 

Cited  in  Grimball  y.  Mastin,  77  Ala.  553,  holding  that  debt  which  is  charge  upon 
devised  estate  will,  though  barred  by  limitations,  support  devisee's  promise  to 
pay  it;  Griel  v.  Solomon,  82  Ala.  85,  60  A.  R.  733,  2  So.  322,  holding  partial 
payments,  insufficient  evidence  of  new  promise  to  pay  residue  of  debt  dis- 
charged by  bankruptcy. 

Cited  in  note  in  135  A.  S.  R.  388,  on  revival  of  debt  discharged  in  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Judgments  as  contracts. 

Cited  in  Haynes  v.  Blanchard,  194  Mass.  244,  120  A.  S.  R.  561,  80  N.  E.  604, 
holding  judgment,  not  a  contract  within  meaning  of  a  statute  of  limitations. 
Conclusiveness  of  probate  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Breeding  v.  Breeding,  128  Ala.  412,  29  So.  620,  holding  grant  of 
letters  of  administration,  not  open  to  collateral  attack. 

Cited  in  note  in  81  A.  S.  R.  548,  on  collateral  attack  on  right  of  acting  ad- 
ministrator where  there  is  no  vacancy  in  the  office. 
Validity  of  that  whicb  is  partially  invalid. 

Cited  in  Meyer  v.  Sulzbacher,  76  Ala.  120,  applying  maxim,  "the  useful  is 
not  vitiated  l^  the  useless"  to  chancery  decree. 
Real  party  in  interest. 

Cited  in  Bohanan  v.  Thomas,  169  Ala.  410,  49  So.  308,  on  demurrer  to  pleas 
because  of  assignee  not  being  proper  party  to  sue. 

49  AM.  REP.  8 IS,  GORDON  v.  TWEEDY,  7  AliA.  282. 

Matters  of  which  courts  take  Judicial  notice. 

Cited  in  Carry  v.  State,  76  Ala.  78,  holding  that  courts  know  judicially  who 
are  notaries  and  when  their  respective  terms  comni^nce  and  expire;  Whitney 
V.  Jasper  Land  Co.  119  Ala.' 497,  24  So.  259,  holding  same  as  to  probate  judges; 
Campbell  v.  Wood,  116  Mo.  196,  22  S.  W.  796,  judicially  noticing  instructions  as 
to  public  lands  given  by  public  surveyor  to  his  deputies;  Lasher  v.  State,  30  Tex. 
App.  387,  28  A.  S.  R.  922,  17  S.  W.  1064,  holding  that  courts  take  judicial  notice 
of  cession  by  state  of  territory  to  Federal  government;  Richmond  Union  Pass.  R. 
Co.  V.  Richmond,  F.  &  P.  R.  Co.  96  Va.  670,  32  S.  E.  787,  holding  same  of  fact 
that  maintenance  of  gates  and  gatekeeper  at  railroad  crossing  tends  to  promote 
safety. 

Cited  in  notes  in  89  A.  D.  694,  on  judicial  notice  of  scientific,  statistical,  and 
similar  facts;  58  A.  R.  441,  on  judicial  notice  taken  of  commissioned  officers; 
4  L.R.A.  43,  on  judicial  notice. 
—  Mortality  tables. 

Cited  in  McDonnell  v.  Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins.  Co.  85  Ala.  401,  6  So.  120,  hold^ 
ing  that  courts  take  judicial  notice  of  "American  Tables  of  Mortality;"  Shover 
▼.  My  rick,  4  Ind.  App.  7,  30  N.  £.  207,  to  same  point;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
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Mothershed,  97  Ala.  261,  12  So.  714,  holding  introduction  in  eridenoe  of  Ameri- 
can Mortality  Table,  not  reversible  error;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ryan, 
02  Kan.  682,  64  Pac  603,  permitting  reading  of  mortality  tables  as  published 
in  Encyclopedia  Britannica. 
Cited  in  note  in  40  L.RJL  654,  on  tables  of  expectancies  of  life. 

Mortality  tables  as  evidence* 

Cited  in  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  y.  Hissong,  97  Ala.  187,  13  So.  209,  admitting 
in  evidence  American  Mortality  Tables  and  testimony  to  identify  same;  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  V.  Houohins,  121  Ky.  626,  123  A.  S.  R.  206,  1  LJl.A.(N.S.) 
876,  89  S.  W.  630,  holding  that  court  should  instruct  jury  to  consider  the  other 
proof  in  connection  with  mortality  tables. 

Cited  in  note  in  40  L.RJL  669,  on  tables  of  expectancies  of  life  as  evidence. 
Nature  of  inchoate  right  of  dower. 

Cited  in  Shell  v.  Duncan,  31  S.  C.  647,  6  L.R.A.  821,  10  S.  E.  330,  to  point 
that  present  value  of  inchoate  right  of  dower  may  be  judicially  ascertained 
and  protected. 

Cited  in  notes  in  39  A.  S.  R.  36,  on  modes  by  which  dower  is  set  apart  to 
widow;   8  LJI.A.  443,  on  protection  of  dower  right  of  wife. 
Secondary  evidence  of  contents  of  documents  beyond  jurisdiction  of  court. 

Cited  in  Pensacola  R.  Co.  v.  Schaffer,  76  Ala.  233,  admitting  in  evidence  copy 
of  an  original  telegram  shown  to  be  in  another  state;  Young  v.  East  Alabama 
R.  Co.  80  Ala.  100,  admitting  secondary  evidence  of  contents  of  documents  be- 
yond jurisdiction  of  court;  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hembree,  84  Ala.  182,  4  So. 
392,  holding  that  preliminary  notice  to  produce  them  need  not  be  given; 
Manning  v.  Maroney,  87  Ala.  663,  13  A.  S.  R.  67,  6  So.  343,  holding  that  their 
loss  or  destruction  need  not  be  proved;  Elliott  v.  Dyche,  80  Ala.  376,  holding 
copies  of  entries  in  books  beyond  jurisdiction  of  courts  admissible;  Hoyle  v. 
Mann,  144  Ala.  616,  41  So.  836,  holding  parol  evidence,  admissible  to  prove 
contents  of  writing,  without  state. 

Distinguished  in  Wiseman  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  20  Or.  426,  23  A.  S.  R.  136, 
26  Pac.  272,  holding  secondary  evidence  of  contents  of  document,  without  state, 
inadmissible  unless  an  effort  is  made  to  produce  it. 
Allowance  for  improvements  made  by  one  while  in  possession  of  land. 

Cited  in  Gresham  ▼.  Ware,  79  Ala.  192,  holding  that  one  must  be  a  bona 
fide  occupant  to  claim  allowance  for  improvements;  Kerr  v.  Nicholas,  88  Ala. 
346,  6  So.  698,  holding  that  defendant  may,  though  making  statutory  sugges- 
tion of  adverse  possession,  set  off  value  of  improvement  against  plaintiff's  rental 
damages;  New  v.  Young,  148  Ala.  263,  41  So.  623,  holding  that  defendant  may, 
irrespective  of  statutory  suggestion  of  adverse  possession,  prove  valuable  im- 
provements in  reduction  of  rental  damages;  Anderson  y.  Northrop,  44  Fla. 
472,  33  So.  419,  holding  that  party  cannot  claim  allowance  for  improvements 
made  pending  litigation  over  land's  ownership;  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
Henshaw,  89  Ala.  448,  7  So.  760,  to  same  point;  Richmond  v.  Ashcraft,  137  Mo. 
App.  191,  117  S.  W.  689,  holding  that  defeated  occupant  cannot  recover  for  im- 
provements made  in  good  faith  on  belief  that  adverse  title,  of  which  he  had 
notice  was  bad. 

Cited  in  note  in  16  £.  R.  C.  416,  <m  part  performance  taking  contract  out  of 
statute  of  frauds. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


49  AM.  REP.]  NOTES  ON  AMERICAN  REPORTS.  842 

Title  by  adverse  possession. 

Cited  in  Vandiveer  v.  Sticlme^,  76  Ala.  225,  to  pc^t  that  possession  of  one 
in  actual  possession  under  claim  of  title  may  be  adverse  though  he  knows  his 
title  is  defective;  Dothard  v.  Denson,  75  Ala.  482,  holding  that  adverse  posses- 
sion of  part  of  tract  is  not  a  constructive  possession  of  the  whole  unless  party 
holds  under  color  of  title. 

Bight  to  take  additional  testimony. 

Cited  in  Eureka  Co.  v.  Edwards,  80  Ala.  250,  overmling  motion,  made  after 
hearing  upon  the  merits,  to  take  further  testimony  cumulative  of  that  already 
taken;  Dixon  v.  Higgins,  82  Ala.  284,  2  So.  289,  holding  that  allowance  to  take 
additional  testimony  rests  in  discretion  of  chancellor. 

49  AM.  KEP.  816,  IjETWIS  v.  BRUTON,  74  AliA.  S17. 
Bights  and  liabilities  of  stakeholders. 

Cited  in  Thomhill  v.  OTElear,  108  Ala.  299,  81  L.R.A.  792,  19  So.  382,  to 
point  that  stakeholder  holds  stakes  as  naked  trustee  for  the  bettors;  Himmel- 
man  v.  Pecaut,  133  Iowa,  503,  110  N.  W.  919,  holding  that  stakeholder  may  en- 
force bettor's  promise  to  save  him  harmless  if  he  should  pay  over  stakes  to 
promisor;  Dauler  v.  Hartley,  178  Pa.  23,  35  AtL  857,  to  point  that  either  party 
may,  before  result  is  ascertained,  notify  stakeholder  to  return  him  his  money. 

Cited  in  note  in  113  A.  S.  R.  734,  735,  on  collateral  illegality  as  to  stake- 
holders within  rule  of  pari  delicto. 

49  AM.  BEP.  819,  SOUTH  A  NOBTH  AI/A.  R.  CO.  ▼.  WOOD,  74  AliA. 

f49. 
Judicial  notice. 

Cited  in  notes  in  89  A.  D.  693,  on  judicial  notice  of  scientific,  statistical,  and 
similar  facts;  124  A.  S.  R.  50,  on  judicial  notice  of  facts  relating  to  weights, 
measures,  and  values;  4  LJCA.  39,  on  judicial  notice  of  matters  of  science  or 
art. 

49  AM.  BEP.  821,  HABDBMAN  ▼.  STATE,   16  TEX.  APP.  1. 
Correspondence  between  pleading  and  proof. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  213,  to  point  that  strict  exactness  im- 
ported by  setting  forth  instrument  by  tenor  must  be  met  with  strict  exactncM 
in  the  proof. 

49  AM.  BEP.  824,  HAIili  ▼.  STATE,  16  TEX.  APP.  6. 
Construction  of  penal  statutes. 

Cited  in  Bell  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  53,  51  A.  R.  298,  holding  that  term  "child» 
as  used  in  assault  statute  refers  to  males  under  fourteen,  and  females  under 
twelve  years  of  age;  Mclver  v.  State,  34  Tex.  App.  214,  29  S.  W.  1083,  holding 
statute  against  disturbing  peace  of  occupants  of  dwelling  houses,  inapplieable 
where  disturbance  is  made  by  occupants  themselves. 
Necessity  for  specific  proof  in  criminal  prosecutions. 

Cited  in  Henkel  v.  State,  27  Tex.  App.  510,  11  S.  W.  671,  refuting  to  nmrm 
conviction  because  of  want  of  specific  proof  of  uncontroverted  faok 
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49  AM.  KEP.  826,  CABTWRIGHT  T.^  STATB,   16  TMS.  APP.  473. 
Bffect  of  demonstration  by  andlence  in  criminal  trials. 

Cited  in  Woolfolk  v.  State,  81  Ga.  561,  8  S.  E.  724,  holding  accused,  preju- 
diced where  court  failed  to  rebuke  audience  for  crying  out  "hang  himj**  Weath- 
ersby  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  278,  16  S.  W.  823,  holding  contra,  where  court 
promptly  suppressed  audience's  applauding  prosecuting  attorney's  remarks; 
Raines  y.  State,  81  Miss.  489,  33  So.  19,  on  question  whether  court  should,  in 
addition  to  rebuking  audience  for  applauding,  warn  jury  not  to  be  influenced 
thereby. 

Cited  in  notes  in  121  A.  S.  R.  512,  on  applause,  laughter,  or  hisses  by  specta- 
tors as  groiind  for  mistrial  or  new  trial;  12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  100,  on  effect  of  mis- 
conduct of  spectator  during  criminal  trial. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Gartrell,  171  Mo.  489,  71  S.  W.  1045  j  State  t.  Har- 
rison, 146  N.  C.  408,  59  S.  E.  867, — sustaining  conviction,  where  court  promptly 
rebuked  audience's   applauding  of  prosecuting  attorney's  argument. 
Wbat  is  proper  in  argument  of  prosecuting  attorney. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Proctor,  86  Iowa,  698,  53  N.  W.  424,  reversing  conviction 
because  prosecuting  attorney's  argument  tended  to  inflame  mind  of  jury;  Ken- 
nedy V.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  618,  approving  trial  judge's  refusal  to  permit  at- 
torney to  invoke  public  opinion. 

Cited  in  reference  note  in  1  A.  S.  R.  368,  on  right  and  duty  of  court  to  stop 
improper  comments  of  counsel. 

Cited  in  note  in  46  LJLA.  669,  on  appeals  by  prosecuting  attorney  to  passion, 
prejudice,  and  public  opinion  as  ground  for  reversal. 
linien  one  may  kill  in  self  defense. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Horseman,  52  Or.  572,  98  Pac  135;  Jones  v.  State,  20  Tex. 
App.  665;  Bean  v.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  346,  8  S.  W.  278;  Meuly  v.  State,  26 
Tex.  App.  274,  8  A.  S.  R.  477,  9  S.  W.  663,— holding  that  person  may  kill  any 
one  of  several  persons  apparently  acting  together  to  do  him  serious  bodily  harm; 
Jones  V.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  602,  holding  that  one  may  kill  if  it  reasonably 
appears  to  him  that  his  assailant  is  about  to  cause  him  serious  injury;  Hunni- 
cutt  V.  State,  20  Tex.  App.  632,  holding  that  party,  apparently  in  danger  of 
serious  harm,  need  not,  before  killing,  resort  to  other  means  to  protect  him- 
self; Warren  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  383,  3  S.  W.  240,  holding  it  error  for 
court  to  charge  that  right  of  self-defence  is  confined  to  protection  against  dead- 
ly assaults. 
Wbat  is  admissible  against  accused  as  part  of  res  gestse. 

Cited  in  Powers  v.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  42,  5  S.  W.  163,  admitting  statements 
made  by  accused  when  pursued  and  captured  shortly  after  killing;  McQee  v. 
State,  31  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  71,  19  S.  W.  764,  admitting  evidence  of  what  was 
said  and  dona  by  accused  shortly  after  killing. 
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